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Abstract
The purpose of the study is to conduct a program evaluation utilizing
Stufflebeam’s 2007 CIPP Model to determine if the Educational Service Unit 2
(ESU 2) Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services (CASES)
effectively serves CASES member districts. The results of the program evaluation
is intended to provide Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) with results and
feedback on how 1) to determine the extent to which CASES has successfully
met program goals (Product Evaluation), efficiently utilized resources (Input
Evaluation), and appropriately selected and implemented program activities
(Process Evaluation), and 2) to examine how the program was developed (Context
Evaluation), and to determine what program components are beneficial, what
needs to be improved, and what can influence longevity of CASES and for other
ESUs to utilize. A survey was sent out to staff members of the 13 ESU 2 CASES
school districts that participate in CASES to gather perception data regarding
CASES services in the areas of service, delivery, and accountability. The data
collected during this program evaluation indicates that ESU 2 CASES services are

something that the ESU 2 CASES member districts value, continue to need, and
find to be a positive experience.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
Shared Services as an Alternative to Consolidation
School consolidation, a popular trend in education, was designed to
benefit school districts in the areas of fiscal efficiency and higher educational
quality (Howley, Johnson, & Petrie, 2011). However, research shows that
consolidation does not achieve fiscal efficiency or higher educational quality. The
National Educational Policy Center recommends school districts look to other
alternatives outside of consolidation to improve fiscal efficiency and to deliver
quality educational services (Howley et al., 2011). As an alternative to
consolidation, some states implemented and utilized a shared services model.
Shared services are defined as:
the concentration of company resources performing like activities,
typically spread across the organization, to serve multiple internal partners
at lower cost and with higher service levels, with the common goal of
delighting external customers and enhancing corporate value (Schulman,
Harmer, Dunleavy, Lusk, 1999, p. 9).
The shared service model as it relates to education is defined as “any
collaborative arrangement between two or more boards of education, or between a
board of education and one or more other public or private entity, to obtain or
provide goods and services” (Institute on Education Law and Policy Rutgers,
2007, p.4). Educational service agencies are a type of shared service arrangement
in which states employ educational service agencies as a cooperative arrangement
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for school districts to utilize sharing services in both non-instructional and
instructional manners. School districts that participate in and utilize the services
of educational service agencies receive the benefits of fiscal efficiency and
delivery of quality educational services. Additionally, those districts with limited
staff and fiscal resources benefit from the services educational service agencies
provide, and educational service agencies allow school districts to continue to
provide local education to their communities without the fear or need to
consolidate (Office of Performance Evaluations Idaho Legislature, 2009). The
Office of Performance Evaluations in Idaho found that:
By building on existing infrastructure and expertise at the department
level, districts can increase their access to resources. Education service agencies,
which develop, manage, and provide services or programs to local school
districts, emerged as a viable option in many states for districts to pool their
resources but generally incur some costs to the state (Office of Performance
Evaluations Idaho Legislature, 2009). Therefore, an alternative to school district
consolidation is to implement and utilize a shared service arrangement where
school districts participate with educational service agencies for service delivery
in both non-instructional and instructional resources.
Shared Services and Special Education Services
Special education services are often associated with high costs due to
“changes in state and federal aid, required services for students with special needs
(these are higher costs services that place greater demand on available resources),
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and mandated programs and services along with the cost of complying with
unfunded regulations” (Institute on Education Law and Policy Rutgers, 2007,
p.16). School districts need to find innovative ways to reduce the high costs of
special education, and the implementation of a shared service model in special
education is an efficient way to do so (Eggers, Wavra, Snell, & Moore, 2005).
When school districts make the decision to participate in a shared services
arrangement, special education services for the school districts are one of the
main areas that benefit from shared services agreements. School district
superintendents report that special education support services are one of the most
beneficial non-instructional services in a shared services arrangement (Office of
Performance Evaluations Idaho Legislature, 2009).
In a study conducted by Cornell University on the outcomes of sharing
special education services, the findings of special education programs in small
cities, high need rural area, average need, and low need school districts
participating in a shared services arrangement in the areas of special education are
listed in Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Outcomes of Sharing Special Education Services
Special Education
Program

Cost Savings

Improved
Service Quality
60.00%
73.20%

80.00%
Small City
77.50%
High Need
Rural
77.60%
69.40%
Average Need
75.00%
78.60%
Low Need
77.30%
71.50%
Total
(Sipple & Diianni-Miller, 2013, p. 5,).

Improved Student
Achievement
60.00%
43.70%
39.80%
42.90%
42.50%
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The data clearly demonstrates that when school districts participate in a shared
services arrangement in special education, cost savings and service quality are
improved (Sipple & Diianni-Miller, 2013). When school districts implement a
shared services approach across a range of services, superintendents have reported
there to be more costs savings and improved service quality (Sipple & DiianniMiller, 2013).
The greatest potential for increasing efficiency and collaboration among
school districts participating in the shared services arrangement is to share central
office administration (Institute on Education Law and Policy Rutgers, 2007).
This is especially true when utilizing special education central administration as
part of the shared services arrangement encompassing the duties and tasks listed
below:


Coordinate with the Department of Education to maintain a real
time Statewide and district-wide database tracks the types and
capacity of special education programs implemented by each
district and the number of students enrolled in each program to
identify program availability and needs.



Coordinate with the Department of Education to maintain a
Statewide and district-wide list of all special education students
served in out-of-district programs and a list of all public and
private entities approved to receive special education students that
includes pertinent information such as audit results and tuition
charges.
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Serve as a referral source for districts that do not have appropriate
in-district programs for special education students and provide
those districts with information on placement options in other
school districts.



Conduct regional planning and identification of program needs for
the development of in-district special education programs.



Serve as a liaison to facilitate shared special education services
within the county including, but not limited to direct services,
personnel development, and technical assistance.



Work with districts to develop in-district special education
programs and services including providing training in inclusive
education, positive behavior supports, transition to adult life, and
parent-professional collaboration.

(N.J.S.A. 18A:7-8(o-t)). (Institute on Education Law and Policy Rutgers, 2007,
p.43).
Implementing a shared services model in regards to special education
services can be constructed several different ways. One example of shared
services in special education services is to have small school districts that only
have a certain number of special education students share staff and facilities to
service those students in a manner that is cost-effective for the school districts
within the shared service arrangement (Eggers et al., 2005). Another example
would be to share special education services, professional development, and
curriculum development amongst the school districts participating in the shared
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services arrangement (Eggers et al., 2005). Other shared service arrangements in
special education services allow for special education consultants and special
education service providers in the areas of physical therapy, occupational therapy,
speech and language, and school psychologists; to provide services to multiple
school districts participating in a shared services arrangement (Eggers et al.,
2005).
Purpose Statement
The purpose of the study was to conduct a quantitative formative,
management-oriented program evaluation utilizing Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model to
determine if the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium for
Administration of Special Education Services (CASES) effectively served
CASES member districts. The CASES program evaluation was designed to
1. Describe how ESU 2 designed special education services to meet the
needs of member districts and continue to meet ESU 2 program goals
and objectives (Context Evaluation)
2. Determine what resources (financial and human), strategies, and plans
were utilized in the design and implementation of CASES to meet the
needs of member districts (Input Evaluation);
3. Evaluate how ESU 2 CASES is being implemented, what barriers
threaten success of CASES, and what revisions need to be made
(Process Evaluation);
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4. Analyze the results of the CASES program evaluation to reflect on
whether CASES has successfully met program goals, what program
components were beneficial, what needs to be improved, and what
additional factors will influence the longevity of CASES and provide
information for educational shared services to utilize (Product
Evaluation).
Research Questions
Research Question #1: How did ESU 2 design special education services to
meet the needs of member districts and continue to meet ESU 2 program needs
and objectives?
Research Question #2: What resources (financial, human, and facilities),
strategies, and plans were utilized in the design and implementation of CASES to
meet the needs of member districts?
Research Question #3: How well is ESU 2 CASES being implemented, what
barriers threaten success of CASES, and what revisions need to be made?
Research Question #3.1: How well does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor understand what your district needs to be successful?
Research Question #3.2: How well do you like having an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor assigned to your district?
Research Question #3.3: How often do you like to have an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor visit your district?
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Research Question #3.4: How much support does your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor give to you?
Research Question #3.5: How well does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor assist with addressing your concerns?
Research Question #3.6: How quickly are your questions responded to by your
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor?
Research Question #3.7: How helpful has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in consulting with you on the following topics?


Rule 51 Compliance



Rule 52 Compliance



Parental Rights



MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs



SRS



Transition



Program Planning



SAT/504

Research Question #3.8: How accurate is the information your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor provides to you?
Research Question #3.9: How effective has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in assisting you with your District Targeted Improvement Plan
(TIP)?
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Research Question #3.10: Overall, how engaged is your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor when working with you?
Research Question #3.11: Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with
your ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor?
Research Question #3.12: How beneficial are the ESU 2 Special Education
presentations and trainings?
Research Question #3.13: How beneficial are the ESU 2 Special Education
meetings?
Research Question #3.14: When you think about ESU 2 Special Education
Administration services, do you think of it as something you need or don’t need?
Research Question #3.15: Overall, how would you rate the quality of your ESU
2 Special Education Administration service experience?
Research Question #4: How has CASES successfully met program goals, what
program components were beneficial, what needs to be improved, and what
additional factors will influence the longevity of CASES and provide information
for educational shared services to utilize?
Definition of Terms
The following terms will be used consistently throughout the program evaluation:
CASES: Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services
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CASES Member District: ESU 2 member district that contracts annually for
CASES membership.
Educational Service Unit (ESU) 2 Special Education Administration
Department: Special Education Director, and two Special Education Supervisors
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Model: A program evaluation model focusing
on the four evaluation components of Context Evaluation, Input Evaluation,
Process Evaluation, and Product Evaluation. Product Evaluation is broken down
further into four additional components of Impact Evaluation, Effectiveness
Evaluation, Sustainability Evaluation, and Transportability Evaluation.
(Stufflebeam, 2007).
Assumptions
1. Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium for Administration of
Special Education Services (CASES) member districts will provide
candid and accurate responses to the survey instrument.
2. Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) contracted service providers
working in CASES member districts are evaluated and employed by
ESU 2 Special Education Administration Department and may be
leery to respond to the survey. Survey respondents’ confidentiality
will be protected and guarded to minimize any potential threat the
respondent may feel.
3. Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Special Education Administrators
will utilize the results of the program evaluation to make positive
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changes and implement program activities based upon the responses of
the survey participants.
Limitations
1. Data collection was limited to 13 Consortium for Administration of
Special Education Services (CASES) member districts of Educational
Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) in Nebraska.
2. The program evaluator of this program evaluation was an internal
employee of Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2), was a Special
Education Supervisor with ESU 2, and was directly involved in
providing services to member districts.
3. The survey instrument was only administered to Administrators,
Special Education teachers, and Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2)
contracted service providers working in CASES member districts.
Participation was voluntary; therefore, respondents may not be
representative of the overall CASES population.
4. This program evaluation was subject to weaknesses inherent in survey
research.
Delimitations
1. The boundaries of this program evaluation included 13 Consortium for
Administration of Special Education Services (CASES) member
districts of Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) in the state of
Nebraska.
2. Private schools and programs were not part of the data collection.
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3. This program evaluation was completed via the use of a survey.
Significance of the Study
The data collected in this program evaluation was used to evaluate and to
make the necessary changes in design and delivery of Educational Service Unit 2
(ESU 2) Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services (CASES)
based upon the needs of 13 CASES member districts. The program evaluation
assisted ESU 2 Special Education Administrators to meet the distinct needs of the
CASES member districts in which they serve. Additionally, other ESUs within
Nebraska will benefit from the results of this program evaluation in the delivery
of special education administrative services.
Outline of the Study
This dissertation consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an
explanation of the benefits of implementing and utilizing a shared services model
as an alternative to consolidation and the benefits of shared services for special
education services. Chapter 2 provides a description of program evaluation and
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model as used in this study. Chapter 3 describes the
methodology used to complete this study. Chapter 4 provides a description of the
results of the study as applied to Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model. Chapter 5 discusses
the conclusions found in this study, as well as a discussion of the results, and
future research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Overview of Program Evaluation
The evaluation of educational programs has come to the forefront in the
past 30 years as a method to evaluate educational policies, as part of the political
decision-making process, and managing educational programs through the
utilization of a cost-benefit approach to determining the effectiveness and
continuation of educational programs both at the federal and state level (Borg &
Gall, 1989). Per Borg and Gall (1989), educational evaluation is “the process of
making judgments about the merit, value, or worth of educational programs”
(Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 742). Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2004) define
evaluation as “the identification, clarification, and application of defensible
criteria to determine an evaluation object’s value (worth or merit) in relation to
those criteria” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 5). Although both definitions consider
evaluation as a process of determining the value and worth of a program,
Fitzpatrick et al. takes the definition one step further by adding identification,
clarification, and application of criteria that needs to be defended. In adding these
three additional requirements, the program evaluator will need to “(1) determine
the standards for judging quality and deciding whether those standards should be
relative or absolute, (2) collect relevant information, and (3) apply the standards
to determine value, quality, utility, effectiveness, or significance” (Fitzpatrick et
al., 2004, p. 5). When the program evaluator conducts these three additional steps
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of the educational evaluation process, the intended purpose of the evaluation will
be optimized, and the stakeholders of the evaluation will be able to determine if
the program should be “adopted, continued, or expanded” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004,
p. 5). Ultimately, the purpose of educational evaluations is: “(1) to render a
judgment about the worth of a program; (2) to assist decision makers responsible
for deciding policy; and (3) to serve a political function” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004,
p. 5).
Program evaluations are utilized to “measure progress in achieving
objectives, improve program implementation, provide accountability information
to stakeholders, assure funding institutions about effectiveness, increase
community support for initiatives, and inform policy decisions” (Brewer, 2011, p.
130). The purpose of a program evaluation is to “arrive at a definitive, intelligent,
objective, and valid conclusion regarding specified objectives and questions
related to a program’s overall effectiveness” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, through
Brewer, 2011, p. 130). Program evaluations fall under the heading of applied
research, in “which researchers wish to apply the findings directly to such
practical decisions as whether to continue funding the program and whether to
modify it” (Patten, 2014, p. 23).
Program Evaluator
In a program evaluation, the researcher is referred to as the program
evaluator. When conducting the program evaluation, the program evaluator may
be an internal program evaluator or an external program evaluator. An internal
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program evaluator is “someone who is a member of the program staff” (Borg &
Gall, 1989, p. 750). An external program evaluator is “someone not in the regular
employ of the program who is employed specifically to do the evaluation. This
person sometimes is called a third-party program evaluator or evaluation
contractor” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 750). It is common for the program evaluator
to be an internal program evaluator, especially if the purpose of the evaluation is
to assist with program implementation or with decision-making processes (Borg
& Gall, 1989). The program evaluator must demonstrate certain competencies for
the program evaluation to be successful. These program evaluator competencies
include:
(1) the ability to describe the object and context of an evaluation; (2) to
conceptualize appropriate purposes and frameworks for the evaluation; (3)
to identify and select appropriate evaluation questions, information needs,
and sources of information; to select means for collecting and analyzing
information; (4) to determine the value of an object of an evaluation; to
communicate plans and results effectively to audiences; (5) to manage the
evaluation; to maintain ethical standards; (6) to adjust for external factors
influencing the evaluation; and to evaluate the evaluation (MetaEvaluation) (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 7).
Stakeholders
Borg and Gall (1989) defined a stakeholder of a program evaluation as
“anyone who is involved in the program being evaluated or who might be affected
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by or interested in the findings of the evaluation” (p. 746). Stakeholders who are
part of an evaluation may come from several different groups. Stakeholders are
essential to a program evaluation because they assist the program evaluator in
“clarifying the reasons why the study was requested, the questions that should
guide the evaluation, the choice of the research design, the interpretation of the
results, and how the findings should be reported and to who” (Borg & Gall, 1989,
p. 746). It is important to realize that all stakeholders may not agree with the
program, the delivery, or the outcomes of the evaluation, but they are a necessary
component of program evaluation regardless of their opinions (Berk & Rossi,
1999).
Needs Assessment
When conducting a program evaluation, often the first step for the
program evaluator is to conduct a Needs Assessment. A Needs Assessment is
generally the first step of the actual program evaluation because the purpose of
the Needs Assessment is to utilize the Needs Assessment to assist the program
evaluator in determining if the program met the participant’s needs (Patten, 2014).
A Needs Assessment is “nonexperimental research in which researchers attempt
to determine the practical needs of those who will be served by the program”
(Patten, 2014, p. 23). The primary purpose of a Needs Assessment is to
determine: “(a) whether a problem or need exists and describing that problem, and
(b) making recommendations for ways to reduce the problem, i.e., the potential
effectiveness of various interventions” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 21). During a
Needs Assessment, the program evaluator will seek information to determine if
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the program is being successful compared to what the expectations for success of
the program were originally set to be (Gall, Gall, & Borg., 2005).
Program Evaluation Delineation & Goal Development
When an educational program evaluation is being conducted, it is
important for the program evaluator to use the strategy of program delineation.
Program delineation is a method used in educational evaluation models by
“analyzing and describing the significant characteristics of an educational
program” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 747). Once program delineation has taken
place, the program evaluator will consider the characteristics of the program and
determine which components of the program will be part of the program
evaluation (Borg & Gall, 1989).
The next step is for the program evaluator to determine the goal of the
program evaluation. For program evaluation to judge program effectiveness, the
program being evaluated must have specific program goals (Berk & Rossi, 1999).
The program evaluation goal is “the purpose, effect, or end-point that the program
developer is attempting to achieve” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 747). The program
evaluator must analyze the goals of the program to determine if the goals are
being met for the purpose they were designed to meet. Without program goals, it
becomes very difficult for the program evaluator to determine what the goals of
the program may be and whether they are or are not being met, therefore leaving
the program evaluator struggling to determine whether the program is indeed
effective (Borg & Gall, 1989).
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Research Question Development
Research question development is central to a program evaluation.
Question development should occur prior to the program evaluation. Additional
questions can be included as the program evaluator proceeds through the program
evaluation (Borg & Gall, 1989). When questions are developed in a program
evaluation, they are developed with the intention of looking at what aspects of the
program need to be evaluated. Stakeholders should be part of the process, as they
are the ones directly impacted by the program evaluation. The program evaluator
may suggest questions, but without consultation and buy-in from the stakeholders,
the questions should not be part of the program evaluation (Fitzpatrick et al.,
2004, p. 6). Lee Cronbach developed both the divergent phase and the convergent
phase of question development when developing and selecting questions for a
program evaluation. The divergent phase “involves generating a comprehensive
list of questions, issues, concerns, and information needs that might be addressed
in the evaluation study” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 749). The convergent phase
“involves reducing the initial list of evaluation questions to a manageable
number” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 749).
Program Evaluation Report
The final step in a program evaluation, is for the program evaluator to
develop a program evaluation report to determine if the program has met the
needs of the participants and satisfied the goals of the program. The report will
contain a summary of the Needs Assessment, information about the program and
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the goals that will include program implementation data and client information,
and detailed information on whether the goals of the program have been met
(Patten, 2014). Finally, recommendations about the future of the program, and
recommendations as how to improve the program will also be included within the
report (Patten, 2014).
Joint Committee on Standards for Evaluation
The Joint Committee on Standards for Evaluation is a set of standards to
assist program evaluators and those using the evaluation to understand what the
evaluation is intended to do (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 7). Program evaluations
should satisfy four criteria; utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy (Borg &
Gall, 1989). There are 30 specific standards categorized into the four areas of
utility, feasibility, proprietary, and accuracy, with additional standards following
under each category (Sanders, 1994).
Formative Evaluation
A formative evaluation is an on-going process generally focused on a part
of a program and are important to the people who run the day-to-day operations or
who are in the position of being able to make on-going changes (Fitzpatrick et al.,
2004). Formative Evaluation is used during a program evaluation to modify the
program during its implementation (Patten, 2014). There are two main
components of Formative Evaluation when used during a program evaluation.
The first component occurs when the program evaluator collects information
regarding the process of the programs implementation (Patten, 2014). The second
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component occurs when the program evaluator collects information regarding the
progress that is being made towards reaching the final goals of the program
(Patten, 2014).
Management-Oriented Program Evaluation
Management-Oriented Program Evaluations allow program evaluators to
evaluate the program throughout the program planning phase, implementation
phase, and as the program continues to grow, rather than having to wait until the
program has been completed (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). Management-Oriented
Program Evaluations solely focus on the systems aspects of education. In these
types of program evaluations, the administrators of the programs are the decision
makers. Although the goals and objectives of the programs are pertinent, in a
Management-Oriented Program Evaluation, administrator decisions become the
focal point for the program evaluation. A common practice in these types of
evaluations are for the administrator and program evaluator to work closely
together to determine the decisions the administrator needs to make, along with
discussing the advantages and disadvantages of those decisions (Worthen &
Sanders, 1987). The final evaluation report in this type of approach addresses
those who serve in decision-making roles by addressing the different levels of
decisions being made, explaining the results of the program evaluation, and how
the evaluation results should be used (Worthen & Sanders, 1987).
The strengths of a Management-Oriented Program Evaluation approach
are many. First, this type of approach provides a focused, straight-forward
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rational and orderly direction for the program evaluator to conduct the program
evaluation (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). The program evaluator focuses on
informational needs and pending decisions (Worthen & Sanders, 1987).
Additionally, this approach assists administrators and the program evaluator with
planning programs, operation implementation, and reviews of decisions that have
been made (Worthen & Sanders, 1987). Lastly, accountability in ManagementOriented Program Evaluation approaches is key. Management-Oriented Program
Evaluations strive to evaluate to meet the informational needs of the stakeholders
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2004), by providing “a record-keeping framework that
facilitates public reviews of educational needs, objectives, plans, activities, and
outcomes” (Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p. 82-83).
The Management-Oriented Program Evaluation approach does have some
key weaknesses to a program evaluation. One weakness is that the program
evaluator may not respond quick enough to the decision maker’s questions in a
timely manner or address important concerns of the stakeholders throughout the
evaluation process (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). Another weakness is that the
program evaluator needs to remember to provide insights to decisions, but not to
dictate what the program decisions should be (Worthen & Sanders, 1987). A
third weakness is that time and resources can quickly add up in ManagementOriented approach, so careful consideration and application needs to be
considered and adhered to by the program evaluator (Worthen & Sanders, 1987).
Lastly, Management-Oriented Program Evaluations may tend to focus more upon
the needs of upper management rather than upon the needs of all stakeholders,
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leaving those who are not in upper management feeling as if the evaluation
process has been unfair and not focused upon the true needs of all stakeholders
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2004).
CIPP Evaluation Model
Stufflebeam designed the CIPP Model in 1972 as a method of evaluation
designed as a “process of delineating, obtaining, reporting, and applying
descriptive and judgmental information about some object, merit, worth, probity,
feasibility, safety, significance, and/or equity (Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014, p.14).
CIPP stands for Context, Input, Process, and Product as the four approaches to
program evaluation under this model. The CIPP Model is designed to obtain
multiple perspectives of decision makers and stakeholders about how the program
functions (Brewer, 2011). The purpose behind the CIPP Model is to assist
program managers in making decisions in four areas: planning decisions,
structuring decisions, implementing decisions, and recycling decisions (Worthen
& Sanders, 1987, p.8). Each part of the CIPP Model correlates to one of the four
classes of decisions a program evaluator must make, as well as the focus, and
questions the evaluation is designed to answer as shown in Table 2 below.
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Table 2
CIPP Evaluation & Four Classes of Decision Making
CIPP
Evaluation
Context
Evaluation

Classes of
Decision
Making
Planning

Focus

Questions Designed to
Answer

Selective
Objectives

Program needs are
determined and
addressed to define
program objectives.
Resources, strategies,
and plans are
determined to decide
which best meet the
needs and design of the
program.
Questions are asked and
answered to be able to
monitor, control, and
define procedures:
How well is the plan
being implemented?
What barriers threaten
success?
What revisions are
needed?

Decisions
Input Evaluation

Structuring
Decisions

Designing a
project around
specified
objectives

Process
Evaluation

Implementing
Decisions

Operating and
executing a
project

Product
Evaluation

Recycling

Judgment and
Reaction

Questions are asked and
answered to determine
Decisions
whether program met its
goals and objectives:
What results were
obtained?
How well were needs
reduced?
(Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p. 78) (Brewer, 2011, p. 132).
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Improvement and accountability are key aspects of the CIPP Model
(Zhang et al., 2011). Stufflebeam developed the CIPP Model with the intent to
provide a program evaluation model that considers how a program functions and
is designed to improve the program being evaluated (Dubrowski & Morin, 2011).
The CIPP Model is of importance when working with stakeholders because each
stage of the model allows the program evaluator to pinpoint specific questions to
ask stakeholders about the program as a focus for improvement. (Worthen &
Sanders, 1987). The CIPP Model was also designed to meet the accountability
piece of program evaluation. Stufflebeam defined accountability as “the ability to
account for past actions in a relationship to the decisions which precipitated the
actions, the wisdom of those decisions, the extent to which they were adequately
and efficiently implemented, and the value of their effects” (Stufflebeam, 1971, p.
20). Stufflebeam developed this model with the intent to “supply evaluation users
– such as policy boards, government officials, foundation presidents and staff
members, project staffs, school administrators with concrete information that will
promote sound goals and forward thinking” (Brewer, 2011, p. 136).
The CIPP Model is an evaluation model utilized within a program
evaluation as a model used to obtain information that lead to decisions and
judgments about the different aspects of the program that is implemented (Borg &
Gall, 1989). This model can be applied in a “non-linear, non-sequential evaluation
approach or a linear, sequential evaluation approach” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004
through Brewer, 2011, p.136). The CIPP Model was designed with the intent to
allow program evaluators to consider each of the four evaluations relevance to the
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program, and then determine which evaluation is most appropriate to start with
(Dubrowski & Morin, 2011). It is intended to evaluate both instructional and
non-instructional programs (Gall et al., 2005). The CIPP Model is primarily used
in quantitative research (Gall et al., 2005) and lends itself well to formative
evaluation research.
Context Evaluation.
The first component of the CIPP Model is Context Evaluation. In this
phase, the program evaluator works with stakeholders to determine the problems
and the needs of the program (Gall et al., 2005). The purpose of Context
Evaluation is to answer the question of “What needs to be done?” (Stufflebeam,
2007), by attaining a “consensus of the settings, goals, and objectives associated
with the evaluation” (Brewer, 2011, p. 135). Context Evaluation identifies who
the audience is, their needs, the intent of the program, and the requirements of the
stakeholders (Stufflebeam, 1971) Additionally, weaknesses, shortcomings, and
problems of the program also need to be addressed (Dubrowski & Morin, 2011).
The program evaluator uses a variety of techniques in this stage to accumulate the
needed information to answer the questions of the Context Evaluation component.
These techniques include surveys, an analysis of the current system, and reviews
of documents and data (Brewer, 2011).
Input Evaluation.
The second component of the CIPP Model is Input Evaluation. In this
phase, the program evaluator analyzes the goals and objectives of the program by
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considering the resources and strategies the program is using to meet its program
goals and objectives (Gall et al., 2005). The purpose of Input Evaluation is to
answer the question “How should it be done?” (Stufflebeam, 2007) whereby the
program evaluator considers the resources available, looking at similar programs,
analyzing costs of the programs, the results of the programs, advantages and
disadvantages of the programs, and anything else particularly related to providing
the program evaluator with information about ways the program can be
implemented (Brewer, 2011). Additionally, relevant literature and expert
opinions need to be addressed and considered as well (Dubrowski & Morin,
2011). The program evaluator will then address implementing support systems,
solutions, and designs into action of the current program. (Brewer, 2011).
Process Evaluation
The third component of the CIPP Model is Process Evaluation. In this
phase, the program evaluator considers the program as it is in operation and
collects the necessary data to conduct a full evaluation of the program (Gall et al.,
2005). The purpose of Process Evaluation is to answer the question “Is it being
done?” (Sutfflebeam, 2007) whereby the program evaluator looks to see how the
program is being implemented and carried out, addressing program obstacles and
program success, and making program revisions if necessary (Brewer, 2011).
Additionally, the program evaluator needs to assess if the program was
implemented per the original plan, assess the problems that program has
encountered, and to provide feedback to decision makers in regards to cost and
resources being used, efficiency of the program, and respect of the program
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evaluation schedule (Dubrowski & Morin, 2011). At this stage of the evaluation,
the evaluation looks to ensure success of the program by fine-tuning the programs
design and procedures by focusing on interactions with decision-makers and
stakeholders who are key members of the program (Brewer, 2011).
Product Evaluation.
The fourth component of the CIPP Model is Product Evaluation. In this
phase, the program evaluator analyzes all the previous information to decide the
programs’ effectiveness in meeting its goals and objectives (Gall et al., 2005).
The purpose of Product Evaluation is to answer the question “Did it succeed?”
(Sutfflebeam, 2007) whereby the program evaluator makes a judgment of the
programs objectives, merit, and worth by looking at a collection of quantitative
data to assess whether the program should be continued, terminated, modified, or
refocused (Brewer, 2011). The program evaluator needs to determine whether the
program met the needs of the beneficiaries the program set out to serve
(Dubrowski & Morin, 2011).
After the four main parts of Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model was developed,
Stufflebeam later added four additional subparts to the CIPP Model, which fall
under Product Evaluation. These four additional subparts include Impact
Evaluation, Effectiveness Evaluation, Sustainability Evaluation, and
Transportability Evaluation. Impact Evaluation assesses “whether the program
was able to reach the target audience” (Sufflebeam, 2007, p. 7). Effectiveness
Evaluation “documents and assess the quality and significance of outcomes”
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(Sufflebeam, 2007, p. 8). Sustainability Evaluation “assesses the extent to which
a program’s contributions are institutionalized successfully and continued over
time” (Stufflebeam, 2007, p. 9). Transportability Evaluation “assesses the extent
to which a program has (or could be) successfully adapted and applied elsewhere
(Stufflebeam, 2007, p.10). Transportability Evaluation is an optional component
which can be completed if the decision-makers opt for this component
(Stufflebeam, 2007). Meta-Evaluation is the last step in the CIPP Model, which is
an “assessment of an evaluation, especially in adherence to pertinent standards of
sound evaluation” (Stufflebeam, 2007, P. 11). The Final Synthesis Report is then
written which pulls all the steps of evaluation of the CIPP Model together and is
provided to decision makers (Stufflebeam, 2007).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to conduct a quantitative formative,
management-oriented program evaluation utilizing Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model to
determine if the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium for
Administration of Special Education Services (CASES) effectively served
CASES member districts. The CASES program evaluation was designed to
1. Describe how ESU 2 designed special education services to meet the
needs of member districts and continue to meet ESU 2 program goals and
objectives (Context Evaluation);
2. Determine what resources (financial and human), strategies, and plans
were utilized in the design and implementation of CASES to meet the
needs of member districts (Input Evaluation);
3. Evaluate how ESU 2 CASES is being implemented, what barriers threaten
success of CASES, and what revisions need to be made (Process
Evaluation);
4. Analyze the results of the CASES program evaluation to reflect on
whether CASES has successfully met program goals, what program
components were beneficial, what needs to be improved, and what
additional factors will influence the longevity of CASES and provide
information for educational shared services to utilize (Product Evaluation).
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The results of the program evaluation will assist ESU 2 Special Education
Administrators in making decisions on how to serve CASES member districts
Design
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Model was the program evaluation
framework used in this study. The CIPP Evaluation Model “is a comprehensive
framework for guiding evaluations of programs, projects, personnel, products,
institutions, and systems” (Stufflebeam, 2007, p.1). Stufflebeam’s CIPP
Evaluation Model was used as a decision-making tool to provide timely
information and improve facilitation (Stufflebeam, 1971). The program evaluator
used Stufflebeam’s 2007 CIPP Evaluation Model Checklist 2nd Ed. as the program
evaluation tool to evaluate the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium
for Administration of Special Education Services (CASES). This program
evaluation was formative in nature because the program being evaluated
continues to implement changes and improvements to serve CASES member
districts.
There are four evaluation components of the CIPP Evaluation Model: Context
Evaluation, Input Evaluation, Process Evaluation, and Product Evaluation. In
2007, Stufflebeam added four additional evaluation components that fall under
Product Evaluation, which includes Impact Evaluation, Effectiveness Evaluation,
Sustainability Evaluation, and Transportability Evaluation. Stufflebeam’s 2007
CIPP Model incorporated four main evaluation components, and four additional
subparts falling under Product Evaluation, along with specific questions each
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component seeks to answer. In 2007, Stufflebeam defined these evaluation
components as:


Context Evaluation: (What should we do?) assess needs, assets, and
problems within a defined environment (p. 4);



Input Evaluation: (How should we do it?) assess competing strategies and
the work plans and budgets of the selected approach (p. 5);



Process Evaluation: (Are we doing it correctly?) monitors, documents, and
assesses program activities (p. 6);



Product Evaluation: (Did it work?) relates outcomes to objectives and
assesses the overall worth of a procedure in terms of its effects (p. 12);
o Impact Evaluation: (Were the right beneficiaries reached?)
assesses a program’s reach to the target audience (p. 7);
o Effectiveness Evaluation: (Were their needs met?) documents and
assesses the quality and significance of outcomes (p. 8);
o Sustainability Evaluation: (Were the gains for the beneficiaries
sustained?) assess the extent to which a program’s contributions
are institutionalized successfully and continued over time (p. 9);
o Transportability Evaluation: (Did the processes that produced the
gains prove transportable and adaptable for effective use in other
settings?) assesses the extent to which a program has (or could be)
successfully adapted and applied elsewhere (p.10).

(Stufflebeam, 2007).
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The Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Administrator, Special Education
Director, and two Special Education Supervisors were contacted explaining the
purpose of the program evaluation, details regarding the Needs Assessment, and
steps that would be taken to ensure confidentiality of the survey participants
(Montgomery, 2010). The ESU 2 Special Education Administrators worked
together to design specific questions, question formats, and areas of need to focus
the survey instrument on. Taking that information, the program evaluator created
the survey instrument using Survey Monkey (Inzerrello, 1993). The survey was
emailed to the participants through a direct link to the Survey Monkey website.
This method was deemed the best opportunity to receive the most private and
reliable responses, maintain confidentiality, and to remove the potential for bias
(Sieh, 2009).
To ensure validity of the survey used in this program evaluation, a panel
of six Educational Service Unit (ESU) 2 staff members participated in pre-testing
the survey. Of the six panel members, four have completed their doctorate, and
one is currently in a doctoral program. These six ESU 2 staff members included
one ESU 2 Administrator, three Professional Developers, and two Special
Education Administrators. The panel was emailed a survey link to complete the
survey online and were asked to review the survey question-by-question, to 1)
determine if respondents would resist to participate or if the question would result
in any problems; 2) identify any problems the participant experienced with any
question; 3) provide suggestions for problem questions that were identified; 4)
identify the experience the participant had with taking the survey and any issues
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or concerns the participant felt needed to be addressed before the survey was
distributed to the population (Czaja & Blair, 2005). Additionally, survey
participants were asked to determine if they believed the survey measured what it
was intended to measure. Once the panel participants completed their evaluation
of the survey, their responses and feedback were emailed to or discussed with the
program evaluator. The program evaluator chose to use a panel for pretesting the
survey prior to submitting the survey to the population due to the wealth of
knowledge and experience the panel provided to the program evaluator because
“such panels were efficient in identifying many of the types of problems
identified by other pretest methods, and uncovered other questionnaire flaws
(such as potential analysis difficulties)” (Czaja & Blair, 2005, p. 118). Table 3
below shows an item-by-item question analysis by the panel included the
following information:
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Table 3
ESU 2 CASES Survey Item Analysis
Question Number

Panel Feedback & Suggestion

1

Eliminate question – related to contract/price

2

100% agreement to keep question as is

3

Remove “answer your questions”, keep “solve your
problems” but change wording

4

Eliminate question – related to contract/price

5

“Useful is feedback” needs to be defined and reworded

6

100% agreement to keep question as is

7

“Quickly” needs to be defined in terms of time

8

“Effective” needs to be specified in regards to a specific
task or activity

9

Eliminate question – same as Question #7

10

100% agreement to keep question as is

11

Eliminate question – related to contract/price

12

Eliminate question – related to contract/price

13

Eliminate question – related to contract/price

14

100% agreement to keep question as is

15

100% agreement to keep question as is
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16

100% agreement to keep question as is – psychologist
needs to be specified as school psychologist

17

100% agreement to keep question as is

18

100% agreement to keep question as is

19

100% agreement to keep question as is

20

100% agreement to keep question as is – typo in the word
“area”
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Based upon the feedback and responses from the panel pretesting the survey
used in this program evaluation, the following changes were made to the original
survey.


Special Education Administration was narrowed down further to Special
Education Coordinators to define who the Special Education
Administrators are in regards to participant responses



Words such as “our” and “your” need to be more specific



Questions related to price were eliminated and replaced with questions
only related to service, delivery, and accountability. These changes were
made to reflect the duties of the Special Education Coordinators who do
not handle contract and financial issues related to price.



Questions need to be put into an order that is easy for the participant to
follow so randomization of survey questions was removed as an option



Answer choices need to follow the same pattern for the participant to
follow so randomization of answer choice layout was removed as an
option



Answer choice “Neutral” should be changed to “moderately positive” on
question number 15.

Based upon the item-by-item analysis feedback provided, Table 4 below shows
the following changes the program evaluator made to the survey questions.
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Table 4
ESU 2 CASES Survey Item Analysis Changes from Feedback - 1
Question Number

Change in Question Design/Answer Choice

1

New Test Question

2

New Test Question

3

New Test Question

4

Question #5 on original survey – question changed from
“How useful is feedback” to “How accurate is the
information” Special Education Administration changed
to Special Education Coordinator. Answer choices
changed from “useful” to “accurate”.

5

Question #15 on original survey – question stayed the
same. Answer choice “neutral” changed to “moderately
positive”.

6

Question #10 on original survey – question stayed the
same. Special Education Administration changed to
Special Education Coordinator

7

Question #6 on original survey – question stayed the
same. Special Education Administration changed to
Special Education Coordinator

8

Question #7 on original survey – question stayed the
same. Special Education Administration changed to
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Special Education Coordinator. “Quickly” was defined
and changed in answer choices to “same day, within 24
hours, within 1 to 2 days, within the week, and one week
or more”.
9

New Test Question – “How effective” was defined and
changed to “How effective has ESU 2 Special Education
Coordinator been in assisting with your District
Targeted Improvement Plan (TIP)?

10

Question #8 on original survey. Special Education
Administration changed to Special Education
Coordinator

11

Question #14 on original survey – question stayed the
same

12

New Test Question

13

New Test Question

14

Question #2 on original survey – question stayed the
same. Special Education Administration changed to
Special Education Coordinator

15

Question #3 on original survey – question changed from
“answering questions or solved problems” to “assist
with addressing your concerns”. Special Education
Administration changed to Special Education
Coordinator
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16

Question stayed the same

17

Question stayed the same

18

Question stayed the same

19

Question stayed the same

20

Question stayed the same
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Once the changes to the survey were made, and new questions were
developed, the program evaluator submitted the survey to the same panel for
additional survey pretesting through an email link from Survey Monkey. Table 5
below shows the changes made after feedback from the second round of
pretesting included the following:


Population sample needs to decrease from 16 school districts to 13 school
districts to only include CASES members for Special Education
Administration services pertaining to the duties of the Special Education
Coordinators



Special Education Coordinators needs to be changed to Special Education
Supervisors



Questions need to be reordered into categories of Special Education
Coordinators, Special Education Administration, and Demographics
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Table 5
ESU 2 CASES Survey Item Analysis Changes from Feedback - 2
Question

Changes made after Pre-test #2

Number
1

Move to Question #2 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

2

Move to Question #3 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

3

Move to Question #1 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

4

Position stays the same – Change Coordinator to
Supervisor

5

Move to Question #8 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

6

Move to Question #5 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

7

Move to Question #6 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

8

Move to Question #9 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

9

Move to Question #7 – Change Coordinator to Supervisor

10

Position stays the same – Change Coordinator to
Supervisor

11

Position stays the same – Change Coordinator to
Supervisor

12

Position stays the same

13

Position stays the same

14

Position stays the same

15

Position stays the same
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16

Position stays the same

17

Position stays the same

18

Position stays the same

19

Position stays the same

20

Position stays the same
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From the pretesting process, the survey instrument in this program
evaluation consisted of twenty-two total questions. Of those twenty-two
questions, two questions were consent questions, fifteen questions address the
Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services (CASES), and five
questions address demographics. Based upon the responses and feedback received
during pretesting, the survey instrument was created. An initial survey letter
explaining the upcoming survey was sent to participants one to two days prior to
the survey link being sent out (Appendix B). Directions were specified at the
beginning of the survey (Appendix C), along with a statement of informed
consent (Appendix D). A statement of consent to Survey Monkey’s privacy
statement was also included in the survey (Appendix E). Survey questions were
emailed to participants through Survey Monkey (Appendix F). Every seven days,
a reminder email through Survey Monkey was sent out as a reminder to complete
the survey until the close of the survey at 30 days.
The survey was comprised of various types of questions designed to assess
the needs of the respondents in regards to whether the respondents believed their
needs were being met through ESU 2 Consortium of Administration for Special
Education Services (CASES). The Matrix/Rating scale questions were designed to
follow a format of weighted ratings from 1 to 6, with 1 being the most positive to
6 being prefer not to respond.
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Table 6
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Questions 3,4,7,9, 10, 11,
12,14, and 15
Response

Weight

Extremely Well/Helpful/Accurate/Effective/Engaged/Beneficial

1.00

Very Well/Helpful/Accurate/Effective/Engaged/Beneficial

2.00

Moderately Well/Helpful/Accurate/Effective/Engaged/Beneficial

3.00

Slightly Well/Helpful/Accurate/Effective/Engaged/Beneficial

4.00

Not at all Well/Helpful/Accurate/Effective/Engaged/Beneficial

5.00

Prefer Not To Respond

6.00
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Table 7
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Question 5
Response

Weight

One day every week

1.00

One day every 2 weeks

2.00

One day every 3 weeks

3.00

One day every month

4.00

Only when I need them to visit

5.00

Prefer not to respond

6.00
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Table 8
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Question 6
Response

Weight

A great deal

1.00

A lot

2.00

A moderate amount

3.00

A little

4.00

None at all

5.00

Prefer not to respond

6.00
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Table 9
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Question 8
Response

Weight

Same day

1.00

Within 24 hours

2.00

Within 1-2 days

3.00

Within the week

4.00

One week or more

5.00

Prefer not to respond

6.00
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Table 10
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Question 13
Response

Weight

Very Satisfied

1.00

Somewhat Satisfied

2.00

Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied

3.00

Somewhat Dissatisfied

4.00

Very Dissatisfied

5.00

Prefer Not To Respond

6.00
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Table 11
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Question 16
Response

Weight

Definitely Need

1.00

Probably Need

2.00

Neutral

3.00

Probably Don’t Need

4.00

Definitely Don’t Need

5.00

Prefer Not To Respond

6.00
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Table 12
Matrix/Rating Scale Design for ESU 2 CASES Survey Question 17
Response

Weight

Very Positive

1.00

Somewhat Positive

2.00

Moderately Positive

3.00

Somewhat Negative

4.00

Very Negative

5.00

Prefer not to Respond

6.00
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Questions 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 were demographic questions designed in a
Multiple-Choice format. The five demographic areas selected to survey were
position, age, gender, area location, and years in current position.
Subjects
Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) serves 16 public school districts,
referred to as member districts. Of those 16 member districts, 13 member
districts participate in the Consortium for Administration of Special Education
Services (CASES). The ESU 2 CASES Survey was distributed to 123 recipients
who participated in CASES and were employed or worked within the 13 CASES
member districts during the 2015-2016 school year. Staff members included
superintendents, principals, assistant principals, special education directors and
coordinators, special education teaching staff, and ESU 2 service providers
working in CASES member districts. Of those 123 recipients, 103 opened the
survey (83.7%), 19 did not open the survey (15.4%), and zero bounced back (0%).
Of the 103 recipients who did open the survey, 91 chose to participate (74%). Of
those 91 respondents, 85 completed the survey (93.4%), and 6 partially completed
the survey (6.6%). Of the 123 staff members surveyed, 91 (73.98% response rate;
95% confidence level; 6% margin of error) were collected.
To gather the greatest sample possible, the survey was distributed online
via Survey Monkey. Weekly email reminders were distributed during the 4-week
period the survey remained open. After the first week, email reminders
containing the survey link were sent out to 76 recipients. After the second week,
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email reminders with the survey link were distributed to 56 recipients. After the
third week, email reminders were sent out to 43 recipients. Before the end of the
4-week period, email reminders were again distributed to 37 contacts.
Respondents began the survey with two consent questions, shown in
Appendix D and Appendix E. Question 1 asked respondents to agree to consent
to participate in the survey. Respondents that chose not to participate in the survey
were immediately disqualified from further participation. Initially, 91
respondents chose to participate in the survey. Of those 91 respondents, 4 chose
to not consent to participate in the survey (4.40%), resulting in 87 respondents
(95.60%). Question 2 asked respondents to consent to Survey Monkey’s Privacy
Policy. Those respondents who chose not to consent were also disqualified from
further participation in the survey. Of the 85 respondents who chose to continue
to Question 2, 11 respondents chose not to consent to Survey Monkey’s Privacy
Policy (12.94%), resulting in 74 (87.06%) respondents continuing to the survey
questions regarding CASES. Although 74 respondents chose to answer both
Questions 1 and 2, only 70 respondents chose to continue to participate with the
ESU 2 Consortium of Administration for Special Education Services (CASES)
survey (57%).
Data Collection
Survey research is “one of the most important data collection tools
available in evaluation” (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 341). Utilizing a survey
instrument in this program evaluation allowed the program evaluator to gain
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information on participant perceptions of the programs strengths and needs for
improvement (Morrison, 2005). Quantitative data was used to analyze survey
responses in regards to answering Research Question 3.
The program evaluator utilized Survey Monkey to create a survey
instrument that obtained participants perceptions on Educational Service Unit 2
(ESU 2) Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services (CASES).
The program evaluator initially contacted the participants of this program
evaluation through an email explaining the purpose of the program evaluation,
details regarding the program effectiveness survey, and steps that would be taken
to ensure their confidentiality (Montgomery, 2010). An informed consent
statement was provided at the beginning of the survey and participants
acknowledged the informed consent statement by participating in the survey, as
well as by having the option of ending participation in the survey at any time
(Sieh, 2009).
The participants received a link to the survey through their email to
complete the survey instrument through Survey Monkey. The survey instrument
was distributed and retrieved during the 2015-2016 school year to have a sample
of current CASES member who have worked in their current role during the
2015-2016 school year. All participants were given 30 days to complete the
survey. The purpose of the 30-day time frame was to provide participants ample
time to complete the survey. Each week, a reminder email was sent to survey
participants who had not yet responded and another link to the instrument was
provided. The survey closed at the end of the 30-day period.
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Research Questions
Research Question #1: How did ESU 2 design special education services to meet
the needs of member districts and continue to meet ESU 2 program needs and
objectives?
Research Question #2: What resources (financial, human, and facilities),
strategies, and plans were utilized in the design and implementation of CASES to
meet the needs of member districts? (Input Evaluation)
Research Question #3: How well is ESU 2 CASES being implemented, what
barriers threaten success of CASES, and what revisions need to be made?
(Process Evaluation)
Research Question #3.1: How well does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor understand what your district needs to be successful?
Research Question #3.2: How well do you like having an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor assigned to your district?
Research Question #3.3: How often do you like to have an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor visit your district?
Research Question #3.4: How much support does your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor give to you?
Research Question #3.5: How well does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor assist with addressing your concerns?
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Research Question #3.6: How quickly are your questions responded to by your
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor?
Research Question #3.7: How helpful has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in consulting with you on the following topics?


Rule 51 Compliance



Rule 52 Compliance



Parental Rights



MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs



SRS



Transition



Program Planning



SAT/504

Research Question #3.8: How accurate is the information your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor provides to you?
Research Question #3.9: How effective has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in assisting you with your District Targeted Improvement Plan
(TIP)?
Research Question #3.10: Overall, how engaged is your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor when working with you?
Research Question #3.11: Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with
your ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor?
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Research Question #3.12: How beneficial are the ESU 2 Special Education
presentations and trainings?
Research Question #3.13: How beneficial are the ESU 2 Special Education
meetings?
Research Question #3.14: When you think about ESU 2 Special Education
Administration services, do you think of it as something you need or don’t need?
Research Question #3.15: Overall, how would you rate the quality of your ESU
2 Special Education Administration service experience?
Research Question #4: How has CASES successfully met program goals, what
program components were beneficial, what needs to be improved, and what
additional factors will influence the longevity of CASES and provide information
for educational shared services to utilize? (Product Evaluation)
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Chapter Four - Results
The purpose of this study was to conduct a quantitative formative,
management-oriented program evaluation utilizing Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model to
determine if the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium for
Administration of Special Education Services (CASES) effectively served
CASES member districts. The CASES program evaluation was designed to
1) Describe how ESU 2 designed special education services to meet the
needs of member districts and continue to meet ESU 2 program goals
and objectives (Context Evaluation);
2) Determine what resources (financial, human, and facilities), strategies,
and plans were utilized in the design and implementation of CASES to
meet the needs of member districts (Input Evaluation);
3) Evaluate how ESU 2 CASES is being implemented, what barriers
threaten success of CASES, and what revisions need to be made
(Process Evaluation);
4) Analyze the results of the CASES program evaluation
to reflect on whether CASES has successfully met program goals,
what program components were beneficial, what needs to be
improved, and what additional factors will influence the longevity of
CASES and provide information for educational shared services to
utilize (Product Evaluation).
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Research Question #1: How did ESU 2 design special education services to
meet the needs of member districts and continue to meet ESU 2 program
needs and objectives?
Educational Service Units within Nebraska, operated under the authority
of Nebraska Department of Education Rule 84 (NDE Rule 84), Regulations for
the Accreditation of Educational Service Units (92 Neb. Admin. Code 84). NDE
Rule 84 are the guidelines by which all Educational Service Units (ESUs) within
the state of Nebraska operate under. NDE Rule 84 defines core services, by
which ESUs are required to provide, as “services that are provided by educational
service units to all member school districts and that are in the following service
areas in order of priority:


Staff development, which shall include access to staff development
related to improving the achievement of students in poverty and
students with diverse backgrounds;



Technology, including distance education services; and



Instructional material services”

(92 Neb. Admin. Code 84, §002.05).
Educational Service Units (ESUs) in Nebraska are governed by the
Nebraska ESU Coordinating Council (ESUCC). ESUCC operates under
Nebraska Revised Statute 79-1201 through 79-1249. Currently there are 17 ESUs
operating within the state of Nebraska, those being ESU 1, ESU 2, ESU 3, ESU 4,
ESU 5, ESU 6, ESU 7, ESU 8, ESU 9, ESU 10, ESU 11, ESU 13, ESU 15, ESU
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16, ESU 17, ESU 18, and ESU 19. All ESUs within the state, except for ESU 18
and ESU 19, serve more than one public school district within their service
regions. ESU 18 solely serves Lincoln Public Schools, and ESU 19 solely serves
Omaha Public Schools.
NDE Rule 84 does not require ESUs within Nebraska to provide special
education services to member districts. However, special education services are a
high service need of the member districts, so ESUs within the state of Nebraska,
have chosen to provide both instructional and non-instructional special education
services to member districts. ESUs do not have specific governance on how to
provide both instructional and non-instructional special education services to
member districts, therefore Nebraska ESUs have developed their own structure as
to how to implement and utilize special education services to member districts.
In 1967, Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) became fully operational as
an educational service unit, located within Fremont, Nebraska in Dodge County.
(Ludwig, 2012-2013). ESU 2 is centrally located within the service unit area,
currently serving 16 public school districts within Burt, Cuming, Dodge, and
Saunders counties. The public-school districts within the ESU 2 service area
include Ashland-Greenwood, Bancroft-Rosalie, Cedar Bluffs, Fremont, Logan
View, Lyons-Decatur, Mead, North Bend Central, Oakland-Craig, Raymond
Central, Scribner-Snyder, Tekamah-Herman, Wahoo, West Point, Wisner-Pilger,
and Yutan. ESU 2 provides core services to member districts in professional
development, technology, and instructional services. Additionally, ESU 2 also
provides both instructional and non-instructional special education services to
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member districts that contract with ESU 2 for instructional and/or noninstructional special education services (Bolte et al., 1995).
Special Education instructional services are provided to all member
districts within the ESU 2 service area by contracting for services between the
member district and ESU 2. ESU 2 Special Education service providers include
speech language pathologists, an occupational therapist, a vision impairment
teacher, a migrant coordinator, and school psychologists. Service providers
working within the 16 member districts are employees of ESU 2, yet are usually
housed within the district(s) they are providing services within. The ESU 2
Student Services Department oversees and evaluates the ESU 2 service providers
within all 16 member districts, as well as purchase and supply necessary items the
service providers need to complete their job duties.
Member districts contract for the needed service provider with ESU 2
Student Services Department for the service provider and the amount of days the
service is to be provided. ESU 2 Student Services Department also employs
through grant funding an Assistive Technology Provider, and three Service
Coordinators which provide services free-of-charge to all member districts within
the ESU 2 service area. Additionally, ESU 2 also provides a Level 3 Program for
students with social-emotional needs in a separate school facility, called
Independent School. Member districts within the ESU 2 service area, as well as
outside of the ESU 2 service area, may contract with ESU 2 Student Services
Department to send students to Independent School. NDE Rule 84 does contain a
provision that allows ESUs to contract services to “nonmember public school
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districts; nonpublic school systems; other educational service units; and other
political subdivisions under the Interlocal Cooperation Act and the Joint Public
Agency Act” (92 Neb. Admin. Code 84, §001.07).
ESU 2 also provides non-instructional special education services to
member districts through the Consortium for Administration of Special Education
Services (CASES). When a member district contracts for Special Education
Administrative services, the member district is referred to as a CASES district for
purpose of Student Services. CASES provides member district that contract with
ESU 2 Student Services Department, special education administrative services.
ESU 2 Student Services Department employs three Student Services
Administrators, those being one Student Services Director, and two Student
Services Supervisors. To meet the needs of CASES districts, each of the Student
Services Supervisors are assigned to a service region (northern and southern),
within the ESU 2 service area. The Student Services Director oversees the entire
13 districts for CASES.
The goals and objectives of ESU 2 were developed in 2015 through
participation in the School Improvement Cycle, known as AdvancEd
Accreditation Process. Every five years, ESU 2 goes through the School
Improvement Cycle to determine their Mission, Vision, and Beliefs.
Additionally, through that process, the Student Services Department also creates a
Special Education Purpose Statement. ESU 2 completed the AdvancED
Accreditation Process during the 2014-2015 school year. From that process, the
ESU 2 Mission was created. The ESU 2 Mission is “Commitment to Quality
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Service” (ESU 2, 2015). The ESU 2 Beliefs were then developed as being:
“collaboration, education, leadership, and communication” (ESU 2, 2015). The
Vision is that ESU 2 will develop effective partnerships while providing
leadership and learning for all” (ESU 2, 2015). Lastly, the ESU 2 Special
Education Purpose Statement was created, which states to “Provide innovative
and quality services to facilitate educational growth and develop successful
lifelong learners through resources and support for students, families, staff, and
communities” (ESU 2,2015).
Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) designed special education services
to member districts by offering special education services to districts by providing
special education service providers to all 16 districts, implementing a Level III
program available to member and non-member districts, and by offering the
Consortium of Administration for Special Education Services (CASES)
membership. Additionally, ESU 2 Student Services Administrators collaborate
with both ESU 2 staff development and ESU 2 technology to provide needed
services to member districts and CASES member districts, as well as to ESU 2
service providers. The ESU 2 Mission, Beliefs, Vision, and the Special Education
Purpose Statement, shown in Table 13 below, became the driving factors for the
development of the current structure of implementation of both instructional and
non-instructional special education services for ESU 2.
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Table 13
Educational Service Unit 2 School Improvement Cycle 2015
Mission

Commitment to Quality Service

Beliefs

Collaboration
Education
Leadership
Communication

Vision

ESU 2 will develop effective
partnerships while providing
leadership and learning for all.

Special Education Purpose Statement

Provide innovative and quality
services to facilitate educational
growth and develop successful
lifelong learners through resources
and support for students, families,
staff, and communities.

(ESU 2, 2015)
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Research Question #2: What resources, strategies, and plans were utilized in
the design and implementation of CASES to meet the needs of member
districts?
At the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, ESU 2 Administration in
both the head ESU 2 Administrator and Student Services Administrator changed.
With the beginning of the new school improvement cycle also occurring during
the 2014-2015 school year, along with participation in the AdvancED
Accreditation Process, this provided the new administration the opportunity to
change the structure of how ESU 2 provides services as well as the ESU 2
Mission, Beliefs, Vision, and Special Education Purpose Statement. Discussion
occurred throughout the 2014-2015 school year towards what the new Mission,
Beliefs, Vision, and Special Education Purpose Statement should be.
Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium of Administration for
Special Education Services (CASES) developed its current structure of providing
services to CASES districts based upon the ESU 2 Mission, Beliefs, Vision, and
Special Education Purpose Statement. The ESU 2 Mission “Commitment to
Quality Service” became the foundation for how to design and implement special
education administrative services to 13 member districts throughout four counties.
The previous structure provided for one Special Education Director, and two
Special Education Coordinators. The ESU 2 Special Education Director oversaw
all 13 CASES districts, while the two ESU 2 Special Education Coordinators
were assigned to areas, such as one coordinator was responsible for Birth to Two
services, and the other coordinator was responsible for School-Age services. Both
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Special Education Coordinators were responsible for all 13 CASES districts
regarding the area of services the Special Education Coordinator was responsible
for. The benefit of providing services this way allowed for both coordinators to
establish relationship with all 13 CASES districts and become content-specific
and knowledgeable in their specific content area. The disadvantage was how to
provide quality services to 13 districts spread throughout four counties.
Implementation occurred during the 2015-2016 school year, along with
the development of a new structure of providing services in both professional
development and special education. To meet both the ESU 2 Mission, and to
incorporate the beliefs of collaboration, education, leadership, and
communication, along with the vision of developing effective partnerships while
providing leadership and learning for all, came the current structure of providing
CASES services to member districts. Beginning with the 2015-2016 school year,
both professional development staff and student services coordinators were to be
assigned to regions to serve as a liaison to member districts, and to build
collaborative relationships with districts to provide leadership, education, and
communication as a point of contact with each of the ESU 2 districts. By
designing the structure in this format, each district would have one main
professional development staff member and one main student services coordinator
servicing their district. Additionally, this also allowed for the ESU 2 professional
developer and the ESU 2 student services administrator to collaborate to provide
more individualized services specifically to meet the district’s current needs. The
intent of this current structure was to provide collaborative partnerships between
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all stakeholders while continuing to meet both member districts and ESU 2 goals
and objectives.
Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) currently serves 16 member districts
within the counties of Burt, Cuming, Dodge, and Saunders. The member districts
served by ESU 2 include Oakland-Craig, Tekamah-Herman, Lyons-Decatur, West
Point-Beemer, Wisner-Pilger, Bancroft-Rosalie, Fremont, North Bend Central,
Scribner-Snyder, Logan View, Yutan, Mead, Wahoo, Cedar Bluffs, RaymondCentral, and Ashland-Greenwood. Of those 16 member districts, four districts are
in Burt County, three districts are in Cuming County, four districts are in Dodge
County, and six districts are in Saunders County. During the 2015-2016 school
year, ESU 2 staffed three full-time professional developers, and two part-time
professional developers. Of the three full-time professional developers, each was
assigned four member districts as the liaison to the district and main point of
contact. One part-time professional developer was assigned three member
districts, and the other part-time professional developer was assigned one member
district. However, during the 2016-2017 school year, ESU 2 wanting to provide
even more in-depth services and relationships, hired another full-time professional
developer, changing one part-time position to a full-time position. Each of the
four full-time professional developers were now assigned to three member
districts. Additionally, ESU 2 also employed one part-time professional
developer, assigned to two member districts.
The Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Student Services Administration
Department is housed within the ESU 2 facility located in Fremont, Nebraska.
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The ESU 2 Student Services Administration Department is made up of one
Student Services Director, and two Student Services Supervisors. The Student
Services Director oversees all ESU 2 member districts for instructional services,
and all CASES districts for non-instructional supports through CASES
administrative services. The Special Education Supervisors are assigned to a
northern or southern region to provide services specifically to member districts
within their region. The purpose behind these assignments was to create a point
of contact for the member district, to establish personal relationships with the
member districts, to serve as a liaison to the district, and to meet the ESU 2
Mission, Beliefs, Vision, and Special Education Purpose Statement. The Special
Education Supervisors visit and meet with CASES member district
administration, special education teachers, and ESU 2 Special Education Service
Providers that work within the member districts, on a bi-weekly basis to provide
support and services as needed. Each of the Special Education Supervisors work
on a 205-day contract, and the Special Education Director is employed yearround. Additionally, the ESU 2 Special Education Administration provides
professional development offerings, trainings, and meetings to CASES member
districts, along with assisting all member districts with state and federal initiatives
through-out the year.
ESU 2 Student Services Administration Department CASES duties are
centered around providing services and support to the member districts that are
part of the Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services
(CASES). Member districts can determine if their individual district would
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benefit from participation in CASES, and if so, the member district may contract
on an annual basis for CASES membership. CASES member districts can save
money in their school district budgets by paying a set fee to ESU 2 to provide
special education administration services to the member districts. By doing so,
CASES member districts can focus their resources on instructional services at the
district level, which provides a greater benefit to the member district and to the
students the district serves.
Member districts of Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) can participate in
CASES by contracting on an annual basis for Special Education Administrative
Services. CASES membership entitles a member district to the following
services:


Financial: completion of all required state forms for Special Education
(Final Financials, IDEA, Maintenance of Effort, etc.);



Consultation & Compliance: Rule 51 compliance and Parents Rights
(district/parents), attend MDT/IEP/IFSP, Student Assistance Team (SAT),
504 plans, out of district placements, new program planning, and
transitional planning;



Training: transition, Rule 51 and Technical Assistance Documents, Birth
to Age 5, special education meetings, Autism Team, Assistive
Technology, Multi-Tiered Systems of Support, and Student Assistance
Team (SAT).

(ESU 2, 2015).
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Additional administrative services are provided as new initiatives and
programs are implemented both at the Federal and State levels. CASES
membership is purely voluntary and member district administration make the
decision as to whether the district will or will not participate in CASES each year.
A membership with CASES does not necessarily mean that a district does not
provide their own special education administrative services, but simply that the
member district chooses to utilize additional services and support in special
education administration from ESU 2 as needed. A CASES membership entitles
the member district to participate in additional special education administration
service offerings such as assistance with final financials, maintenance of effort,
professional development offerings and trainings, support to special education
staff and administration within member districts, and many additional
opportunities provided to the member district if the member district is a CASES
member. Other districts that are not CASES members may participate in some
special education administration offerings through ESU 2 at an additional cost.
Contracts for the Consortium for Administration of Special Education
Services (CASES) are on annual basis, between July 1 to June 30, with
contractual rates being based upon the projected budgeted needs (shown in Table
14 below), considering estimated school needs and Special Education
Administrators salaries (Ludwig, 2013). Contracts for CASES membership are
distributed in late spring to member districts during the previous school year, and
are set to begin at the beginning of the upcoming school year. CASES member
districts make payment to the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) in five
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installment payments over the contractual period, occurring in September,
November, January, March, and May (Ludwig, 2013). Additionally, an 8% fee is
charged to all ESU 2 member districts that have contracted for ESU 2 Special
Education service providers within their school district (Ludwig, 2013). The 8%
fee covers the administration and supervision of the ESU 2 Special Education
service providers that are contracted to work within the member district (Ludwig,
2013). The final payment regarding the 8% is adjusted based upon whether
budgeted Special Education funds have not been spent (Ludwig, 2013).
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Table 14
ESU 2 CASES Annual Program Rate 2011 - 2016
School Year

CASES Annual Program

Number of CASES Member

Rate

Districts

2015-2016

$17,000

13

2014-2015

$17,000

13

2013-2014

$16,500

13

2012-2013

$16,000

13

2011-2012

$14,000

13

(Educational Service Unit 2, 2016)
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Per the Notice of Annual Budget Hearing and Summary, which is held
annually in September. Table 15 below shows the proposed Special Education
Administration budgets for the past five years are:
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Table 15
ESU 2 CASES Proposed Special Education Budgets 2011-2016
School Year

Special Education Administration
Budget

2015-2016

$329,865

2014-2015

$312, 825

2013-2014

$304,186

2012-2013

$296,393

2011-2012

$282,446

(ESU 2, 2016).
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During the 2015-2016 school year, ESU 2 CASES membership included 13 of
the 16 ESU 2 member districts. The 13 CASES member districts include,
Oakland-Craig, Tekamah-Herman, Lyons-Decatur, West Point-Beemer, WisnerPilger, Bancroft-Rosalie, North Bend Central, Scribner-Snyder, Logan View,
Yutan, Mead, Cedar Bluffs, and Ashland-Greenwood. The two Student Services
Supervisors provide administrative services to CASES member districts by
dividing the districts up into the northern and southern regions. The dividing line
for the division of the northern and southern districts has been Highway 30, with
those districts being north of Highway 30 being considered a northern district, and
those districts south of Highway 30, being considered a southern district. One
Student Services Supervisor serves the northern districts, mostly being Burt and
Cuming Counties, with all eight districts within this region being CASES member
districts. The northern CASES districts include Bancroft-Rosalie, Logan View,
Lyons-Decatur, Oakland-Craig, Scribner-Snyder, Tekamah-Herman, West Point,
Wisner-Pilger. The other Student Services Supervisor serves the southern
districts, those mostly being Dodge and Saunders Counties, with only five of the
eight southern districts being CASES member districts. The southern CASES
districts include Ashland-Greenwood, Cedar Bluffs, Mead, North Bend Central,
and Yutan. Both Student Services Supervisors oversee the Special Education
Service providers who are contracted out to one of the 16 ESU 2 districts, within
either the northern or southern districts the service provider is assigned to.
During the 2016-2017 school year, three additional ESU 2 member districts
joined CASES. The process for a new district to join CASES begins with the
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district administration contacting the ESU 2 Student Services Director regarding
possible membership and what services would be needed. After the initial
discussion occurs, the district administration discusses membership with the
school board. If the school board chooses to join CASES, the ESU 2 Student
Services Director sends a contract for services to the member district. Once the
school district administration signs the contract to join CASES, the district will
receive CASES administrative services and support. The new districts to CASES
during the 2016-2017 school year are located within the southern district region,
so the ESU 2 Student Services Supervisor for that region will contact the CASES
district administration to begin providing CASES services. The ESU 2 Student
Services Director will also begin working with the CASES districts to determine
additional needs and services ESU 2 CASES can provide to the districts. The
southern CASES districts now include Ashland-Greenwood, Cedar Bluffs,
Fremont, Mead, North Bend Central, Raymond Central, Yutan, and Wahoo.
Research Question #3: How well is ESU 2 CASES being implemented, what
barriers threaten success of CASES, and what revisions need to be made?
To answer Research Question #3, a survey was designed and sent to the
Consortium for Administration of Special Education Services (CASES) members.
The survey specifically looked at three areas of shared services, those being
service, accountability, and delivery. The survey focused upon the service,
delivery, and accountability of the current process of delivering Special Education
Administration services to CASES member districts by the Special Education
Supervisors. In developing the survey questions, an informal Needs Assessment
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occurred amongst the Educational Service Unit 2 Special Education
Administration Department. The Needs Assessment assisted the program
evaluator in the process for determining the direction of the program evaluation,
developing research questions, and selecting specific survey questions which
would be beneficial to the ESU 2 Special Education Administration Department
to have answered in regards to the areas of service, accountability, and delivery to
CASES members. The results of the survey were analyzed in Chapter Four and
answered Research Question #3.
Research Question #3 answers the component of Process Evaluation by
addressing whether CASES was implemented as planned, was it reaching the
intended beneficiaries, and was it implemented to meet the needs of CASES
member districts? To answer Research Question #3, a survey (Appendix G) was
distributed to ESU 2 CASES members online via Survey Monkey. The survey
specifically focused upon the service, delivery, and accountability of the current
process of delivering Special Education Administration services to CASES
member districts by the Special Education Supervisors. Table 16 displays the
results of the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium for Administration
of Special Education Services (CASES) survey.
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Table 16
Descriptive Statistics for the Educational Service Unit 2 (ESU 2) Consortium for

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

Administration of Special Education Services (CASES) Survey
Survey Question
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Deviation
After reading the
91 1.00
2.00
1.04
.20
Survey Letter you
received in an
email and the
Consent Statement
above, do you
agree to participate
in this survey?
Do you consent
85 1.00
2.00
1.13
.34
with your personal
data being
processed as
described above
and within the
Survey Monkey
Privacy Policy?
How well does
70 1.00
6.00
2.39
.99
your ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor
understand what
your school district
needs to be
successful?
How well do you
70 1.00
6.00
2.11
.92
like having an ESU
2 Special
Education
Supervisor
assigned to your
district?
How often do you
70 1.00
6.00
3.61
1.26
like to have an
ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor visit
your district?
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Q6

Q7

Q8

Q9

Q9.1
Q9.2
Q9.3
Q9.4
Q9.5
Q9.6
Q9.7

How much support
does your ESU 2
Special Education
Supervisor give to
you?
How well does
your ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor assist
with addressing
your concerns?
How quickly are
your
questions
responded to by
your ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor?
How helpful has
your ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor been in
consulting with you
on the following
topics?
Rule 51
Compliance
Rule 52
Compliance
Parental Rights
MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs
SRS
Transition
Program Planning

69 1.00

6.00

2.83

1.06

69 1.00

6.00

2.55

1.01

68 1.00

6.00

3.19

1.52

68 1.00

6.00

2.71

1.41

66 1.00

6.00

3.12

1.59

67
68
67
66
68

6.00
6.00
6.00
6.00
6.00

2.73
2.56
2.99
3.05
2.79

1.46
1.41
1.48
1.55

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.33

Q9.8 SAT/504
67 1.00
Q10 How accurate is the 68 1.00
information your
ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor
provides to you?
Q11 How effective has
66 1.00
your ESU 2 Special
Education

6.00
6.00

3.33
2.21

1.57
1.02

6.00

3.02

1.76
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Q12

Q13

Q14

Q15

Q16

Q17

Supervisor been in
assisting you with
your District
Targeted
Improvement Plan
(TIP)?
Overall, how
engaged is your
ESU 2 Special
Education
Supervisor when
working with you?
Overall, how
satisfied or
dissatisfied are you
with your ESU 2
Special Education
Supervisor?
How beneficial are
the ESU 2 Special
Education
presentations and
trainings?
How beneficial are
the ESU 2 Special
Education
Meetings?
When you think
about ESU 2
Special Education
Administration
services, do you
think of it as
something you
need or don’t need?
Overall, how
would you rate the
quality of your
ESU 2 Special
Education service
experience?

68 1.00

6.00

2.31

1.11

69 1.00

6.00

1.84

1.24

69 1.00

6.00

2.90

1.36

69 1.00

6.00

3.17

1.51

67 1.00

6.00

1.93

.97

69 1.00

6.00

1.87

1.09
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Research Question 3.1: How well does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor understand what your school district needs to be successful?
As indicated in Table 17, there was agreement amongst the ESU 2 CASES
districts that the school districts do believe that the ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors understand what the school districts need to be successful. Out of
the 70 responses regarding how well the ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors
understood their district needs, 9 respondents (12.86%) believed the Special
Education Supervisors understood their district needs extremely well, 36
respondents (51.34%) believed the Special Education Supervisors understood
their district needs very well, 18 respondents (25.71%) believed the Special
Education Supervisors understood their district needs moderately well, 5
respondents (7.14%) believed the Special Education Supervisors understood their
district needs slightly well, and 2 respondents (2.86%) choose not to respond to
the question.
Research Question 3.2: How well do you like having an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor assigned to your district?
As indicated in Table 18, ESU 2 CASES districts generally agreed that
they like having an ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor assigned to their district.
Of the 70 respondents, 17 respondents liked having an ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor assigned to their district extremely well (24.29%), 34 respondents
(48.57%) like it very well, 15 respondents (21.43%) liked it moderately well, 3

82

respondents (4.29%) liked it slightly well, and 1 participant (1.43%) choose not to
respond to the question.
Research Question 3.3: How often do you like to have an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor visit your district?
As indicated in Table 19, ESU 2 CASES districts indicated they like
having an ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor visit their district one day every
month. Of the 70 respondents, 4 respondents (5.71%) indicated they like having
an ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor visit one day every week, 14 respondents
(20%) indicated they would like a visit from an ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor one day every 2 weeks, 6 respondents (8.57%) indicated they would
like a visit one day every 3 weeks, 29 respondents (41.43%) indicated they would
like a visit from an ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor one day every month, 15
respondents (21.43%) indicated they would like a visit only when they needed the
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor to visit, and 2 respondents (2.86%) chose not
to respond to the question.
Research Question 3.4: How much support does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor give to you?
As indicated in Table 20, ESU 2 CASES districts agreed they felt they
received a lot to a moderate amount of help from their ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor. Out of 69 respondents, 6 respondents (8.70%) felt they received a
great deal of support, 23 respondents (33.33%) felt they received a lot of support,
21 respondents (30.43%) indicated they received a moderate amount of support,
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16 respondents felt they received a little support, 2 respondents (2.90%) indicated
they did not receive any support, and 1 participant (1.45%) chose not to respond
to the question.
Research Question 3.5: How well does your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor assist with addressing your concerns?
As indicated in Table 21, ESU 2 CASES districts agreed that ESU 2
Special Education Supervisors do very well at addressing district concerns. Out
of 69 respondents, 6 respondents (8.70%) indicated ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors did extremely well at addressing their concerns, 35 respondents
(50.72%) felt ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors did very well at addressing
their concerns, 16 respondents (23.19%) indicated ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors did moderately well at addressing their concerns, 9 respondents
(13.04%) indicated the ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors did slightly well at
addressing their concerns, 2 respondents (2.90%) felt the ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisors did not address their concerns well, and 1 participant
(1.45%) chose not to respond to the question.
Research Question 3.6: How quickly are your questions responded to by your
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor?
As indicated in Table 22, ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors responded
to questions from CASES districts with one to two days. Out of the 68
respondents, 4 respondents (5.88%) indicated their questions were responded to
within the same day, 25 respondents (36.76%) indicated their questions were

84

answered within 24 hours, 17 respondents (25%) indicated their questions were
answered within 1 to 2 days, 10 respondents (14.71%) indicated their questions
were answered within the week, and 12 respondents (17.65%) chose not to
respond to the question.
Research Question 3.7: How helpful has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in consulting with you on the following topics?
As indicated in Table 23, ESU 2 CASES districts had varied responses in
regards to ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors consulting with the districts in
the following topic areas.


Rule 51 Compliance

Out of the 68 respondents, 9 respondents (13.24%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 32 respondents (47.06%) indicated the consultation was
very helpful, 12 respondents (17.65%) indicated the consultation was moderately
helpful, 7 respondents (10.29%) indicated the consultation was slightly helpful, 1
participant (1.47%) indicated the consultation was not at all helpful, and 7
respondents (10.29%) chose not to respond to the question.


Rule 52 Compliance

Out of the 66 respondents, 7 respondents (10.61%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 23 respondents (34.85%) indicated the consultation was
very helpful, 16 respondents (24.24%) indicated the consultation was moderately
helpful, 6 respondents (9.09%) indicated the consultation was slightly helpful, 3
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respondents (4.55%) indicated the consultation was not at all helpful, and 11
respondents (16.67%) chose not to respond to the question.


Parental Rights

Out of the 67 respondents, 10 respondents (14.93%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 29 respondents (43.28%) indicated consultation was very
helpful, 14 respondents (20.90%) indicated consultation was moderately helpful,
4 respondents (5.97%) indicated consultation was slightly helpful, 3 respondents
(4.48%) indicated consultation was not at all helpful, and 7 respondents (10.45%)
chose not to respond to the question.


MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs

Out of the 68 respondents, 13 respondents (19.12%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 31 respondents (45.59%) indicated consultation was very
helpful, 11 respondents (16.18%) indicated consultation was moderately helpful,
4 respondents (5.88%) indicated consultation was slightly helpful, 4 respondents
(5.88%) indicated consultation was not at all helpful, and 5 respondents (7.35%)
chose not to respond to the question.


SRS

Out of the 67 respondents, 8 respondents (11.94%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 24 respondents (35.82%) indicated consultation was very
beneficial, 15 respondents (22.39%) indicated consultation was moderately
beneficial, 8 respondents (11.94%) indicated consultation was slightly helpful, 5
respondents (7.46%) indicated consultation was not at all helpful, and 7
respondents (10.45%) chose not to respond to the question.
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Transition

Out of the 66 respondents, 6 respondents (9.09%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 27 respondents (40.91%) indicated consultation was very
helpful, 14 respondents (21.21%) indicated consultation was moderately helpful,
6 respondents (9.09%) indicated consultation was slightly helpful, 3 respondents
indicated consultation was not at all helpful, and 10 respondents (15.15%) chose
not to respond to the question.


Program Planning

Out of the 68 respondents, 8 respondents (11.76%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 27 respondents (39.71%) indicated consultation was very
helpful, 17 respondents (25%) indicated consultation was moderately helpful, 8
respondents (11.76%) indicated consultation was slightly helpful, 3 respondents
(4,41%) indicated consultation was not at all helpful, and 5 respondents (7.35%)
chose not to respond to the question.


SAT/504

Out of the 67 respondents, 5 respondents (7.46%) indicated consultation
was extremely helpful, 19 respondents (28.36%) indicated consultation was very
helpful, 21 respondents (31.34%) indicated consultation was moderately
beneficial, 5 respondents (7.46%) indicated consultation was slightly helpful, 5
respondents (7.46%) indicated consultation was not at all helpful, and 12
respondents (17.91%) chose not to respond to the question.
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Research Question 3.8: How accurate is the information your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor provides to you?
As indicated in Table 24, the information ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors provided to the school districts is very accurate. Out of 68
respondents, 11 respondents (16.18%) felt the information provided was
extremely accurate, 42 respondents (61.76%) indicated the information was very
accurate, 11 respondents (16.18%) felt the information was moderately accurate,
1 participant (1.47%) indicated the information was slightly accurate, and 3
respondents (4.41%) chose not to respond to the question.
Research Question 3.9: How effective has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in assisting you with your District Targeted Improvement Plan
(TIP)?
As indicated in Table 25, ESU 2 CASES districts felt the ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisors were moderately effective in assisting the districts with
their Targeted Improvement Plan (TIP). Out of the 66 respondents, 12
respondents (18.18%) indicated the assistance was extremely effective, 23
respondents (34.85%) indicated the assistance was very effective, 12 respondents
(18.18%) indicated the assistance was moderately effective, 4 respondents
(6.06%) indicated the assistance was slightly effective, 1 participant (1.52%)
indicated the assistance was not effective at all, and 14 respondents (21.21%)
chose not to answer the question.
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Research Question 3.10: Overall, how engaged is your ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor when working with you?
As indicated in Table 26, ESU 2 CASES districts agreed that the ESU 2
Special Education Supervisor was very engaged when working with their district.
Out of the 68 respondents, 11 respondents (16.18%) indicated the ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor was extremely engaged, 39 respondents (57.35%) indicated
the ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor was very engaged, 11 respondents
(16.18%) indicated the ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor was moderately
engaged, 3 respondents (4.41%) indicated the ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor was slightly engaged, 1 participant (1.47%) indicated the ESU 2
Special Education Supervisor was not engaged at all, and 3 respondents (4.41%)
chose not to respond to the question.
Research Question 3.11: Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor?
As indicated in Table 27, ESU 2 CASES districts are almost very satisfied
with their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor. Out of the 69 respondents, 37
respondents (53.62%) indicated they were very satisfied with their ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor, 18 respondents (26.09%) indicated they were somewhat
satisfied, 9 respondents (13.04%) indicated they were neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, 1 participant (1.45%) indicated they were somewhat dissatisfied, 1
participant (1.45%) indicated they were very dissatisfied, and 3 respondents
(4.35%) chose not to respond.
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Research Question 3.12: How beneficial are the ESU 2 Special Education
presentations and trainings?
As indicated in Table 28 ESU 2 CASES districts felt the ESU 2 Special
Education presentations and trainings are almost very beneficial. Out of 69
respondents, 6 respondents (8.70%) indicated the trainings and presentations are
extremely beneficial, 25 respondents (36.23%) indicated the presentations and
trainings were very beneficial, 25 respondents (36.23%) felt the presentations and
trainings were moderately beneficial, 4 respondents (5.80%) indicated the
presentations and trainings were slightly beneficial, 1 participant (1.45%)
indicated the presentations and trainings were not beneficial at all, and 8
respondents (11.59%) chose not to respond.
Research Question 3.13: How beneficial are the ESU 2 Special Education
meetings?
As indicated in Table 29, ESU 2 CASES districts indicated the ESU 2
Special Education meetings varied in regards to whether the meetings were
beneficial. Out of the 69 respondents, 5 respondents (7.25%) indicated the
meetings were extremely beneficial, 22 respondents (31.88%) indicated the
meetings were very beneficial, 23 respondents (33.33%) indicated the meetings
were moderately beneficial, 6 respondents (8.70%) indicated the meetings were
slightly beneficial, 1 participant (1.45%) indicated the meetings were not
beneficial at all, and 12 respondents (17.39%) chose not to respond to the
question.
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Research Question 3.14: When you think about ESU 2 Special Education
Administration services, do you think of it as something you need or don’t need?
As indicated in Table 30 ESU 2 CASES districts almost agreed that ESU 2
Special Education Administration services are something the districts definitely
need. Out of the 67 responses, 25 respondents (37.31%) indicated the ESU 2
Special Education Services are definitely needed, 28 respondents (41.29%)
indicated the services are probably needed, 10 respondents (14.93%) indicated
they are neutral as to whether the services are needed, 3 respondents (4.48%)
indicated the services are probably not needed, and 1 participant (1.495) chose not
to respond.
Research Question 3.15: Overall, how would you rate the quality of your ESU 2
Special Education Administration service experience?
As indicated in Table 31, ESU 2 CASES districts indicated the ESU 2
Special Education Administration service experience is almost very positive. Out
of the 69 respondents, 33 respondents (47.83%) indicated the experience to be
very positive, 19 respondents (27.54%) indicated the experience to be somewhat
positive, 14 respondents (20.29%) indicated the experience to be moderately
positive, 1 participant (1.45%) indicated the experience to be somewhat negative,
and 2 respondents (2.90%) chose not to respond to the question.
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Research Question #4: How has CASES successfully met program goals,
what program components were beneficial, what needs to be improved, and
what additional factors will influence the longevity of CASES and provide
information for educational shared services to utilize.
Based upon the results of the ESU 2 Consortium of Administration for
Special Education Services (CASES) Survey, those who participated in the survey
consisted of the following: Superintendents (11.59%), Principals (14.49%),
Special Education Director/Coordinators (4.35%), Special Education Teachers
(52.17%), Speech Language Pathologists (13.04%), School Psychologists
(1.45%), prefer not to respond (1.45%), and other (1.45%). Of the 123 CASES
staff members who were sent the survey, 69 participated in the survey. The
results of the ESU 2 CASES survey represented 56% of CASES members. Given
that over 50% of ESU 2 CASES members voluntarily participated in the survey,
and the survey respondents consisted of staff members intended to be
beneficiaries of the ESU 2 CASES Program Evaluation, the program evaluator
concluded that ESU 2 CASES services are reaching the intended beneficiaries.
Of the 69 ESU 2 CASES members who participated in the survey,
representation by the two ESU 2 service regions consisted of Northern Districts
(46.38%), Southern Districts (47.83%), both Northern and Southern Districts
(1.45%), and prefer not to respond (4.35%). Of those 69 ESU 2 CASES staff
members who participated in the survey, the breakdown of their experience in
their current position consists of less than one year (15.94%), at least one year but
less than 3 years (7.25%), at least three years but less than five years (11.59%), at
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least five years but less than ten years (26.09%), ten years or more (33.33%), and
prefer not to respond (5.80%). Survey respondents represented the Northern and
Southern ESU 2 regions almost equally, therefore the program evaluator
concluded that ESU 2 CASES services are reaching the ESU 2 CASES Northern
and Southern regions.
In regards to whether CASES Special Education Supervisors understood
what ESU 2 CASES districts need to be successful, respondents indicated the
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors understood what the districts need to be
successful extremely well and very well (64.29%). The program evaluator
concluded that in general ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors understood the
needs of the ESU 2 CASES districts. However, it is important to note that
32.85% of respondents felt that ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors were only
meeting their district needs moderately well and slightly well.
In regards to how CASES members liked having an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor assigned to their district, responses fell into the extremely
well and very well (72.86%) categories. CASES members also stated that they
generally felt that their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor assisted with
addressing their concerns extremely well and very well (59.42%). Additionally,
staff members working in ESU 2 CASES districts felt that the information
provided to them by their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor was extremely
accurate and very accurate (77.94%). When asked about the engagement of their
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor, CASES members felt their Special
Education Supervisor was extremely engaged and very engaged (73.53%).
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CASES members stated they were very satisfied and somewhat satisfied with
their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor (79.71%).
ESU 2 CASES members indicated that they like having an ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor assigned to their district extremely well and very well
(72.86%). They also feel that their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor
understood what their district needs to be successful extremely well and very well
(64.29%). Additionally, ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors are providing
information that CASES members feel is extremely accurate and very accurate
(77.94%). CASES members also felt that ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors
addressed their concerns extremely well and very well (59.42%).
When assisting CASES districts with their Targeted Improvement Plan,
CASES members felt ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors were extremely
effective and very effective (53.03%). In regards to engagement, CASES
members felt their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor was extremely engaged
and very engaged (73.53%). When ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors consult
with CASES members on specific topic areas, CASES members indicated that the
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor was extremely helpful and very helpful on
NDE Rule 51 compliance (60.30%), parental rights (58.21%), MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs
(64.71%) transition (50%), and program planning (51.47%). Lastly, CASES
members indicated that they were very satisfied and somewhat satisfied (79.71%)
with their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor.
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When looking at CASES, CASES members indicated they felt ESU 2
CASES are something they definitely need and probably need (79.10%). In
rating the quality of their ESU 2 CASES experience, CASES members stated the
CASES services were very positive and somewhat positive (75.37%).
In regards to areas of improvement needed, ESU 2 CASES members
responded that they would prefer ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors visit their
district one day every month (41.43%) to only when they need the ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor to visit (21.43%). ESU 2 CASES members were asked how
much support they felt their ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor provided them,
CASES members responses fell heavier along a moderate amount (30.43%), a
little (23.19%), and none at all (2.90%) when compared to the responses of a great
deal (8.70%) and a lot (33.33%). When asked how quickly their questions were
responded to by an ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor, ESU 2 CASES members
responded stronger along the timeframe of within 1 to 2 days (25%), within the
week (14.71%), and prefer not to respond (17.65%), when compared to within the
same day (5.88%) and within 24 hours (36.76%). Based upon the results of the
survey in these three areas, the program evaluator concluded that the ESU 2
Supervisors may need to look at ways to improve providing support to CASES
districts.
When asked about ESU 2 CASES such as presentations and trainings,
ESU 2 CASES members equally responded that the presentations and trainings
were very beneficial (36.23%) and moderately beneficial (36.23%), as compared
to extremely beneficial (8.70%) and slightly beneficial (5.80%). The responses
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also produced a rating of not at all beneficial (1.45%) and prefer not to respond
(11.59%). In regards to ESU 2 Special Education meetings, ESU 2 CASES
members responded similarly to the question regarding presentations and
trainings. ESU 2 CASES members felt that the ESU 2 Special Education
meetings were very beneficial (31.88%) and moderately beneficial (33.33%). As
with the special education presentations and trainings, the results were almost the
same in the categories of extremely beneficial (7.25%), slightly beneficial
(8.70%), not at all beneficial (1.45%), and prefer not to respond (17.39%). The
program evaluator concluded that although CASES members generally felt the
trainings, presentations and meetings were beneficial, there is cause to consider
the lower ratings of slightly beneficial and not at all beneficial, and to consider
why a higher number of CASES members chose not to respond.
ESU 2 CASES members were asked to evaluate the ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisors in regards to consultation on Nebraska Department of
Education Rule 51 (NDE Rule 51), Nebraska Department of Education Rule 52
(NDE Rule 52), Parental Rights, Multidisciplinary Team Meetings (MDT)
/Individual Education Program (IEP)/Individual Family Service Plan (IFSP),
Nebraska Special Education Student Record System (SRS), Transition, Program
Planning, and Student Assistance Teams (SAT)/504. ESU 2 CASES members
felt that ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors consultation services were
extremely helpful and very helpful on MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs (64.71%), NDE Rule 51
(60.30%), Parental Rights (58.21%), Program Planning (51.47%), Transition
(50%), SRS (47.76%), NDE Rule 52 (45.46%), and SAT/504 (35.82%). The
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program evaluator concluded that although ESU 2 CASES members were
generally satisfied with consultation on some topics, the rate of satisfaction was
not greater than 65%, with some areas being at 50% or less. Additionally, the
percentage of ESU 2 CASES members choosing not to respond ranged from
7.35% to 17.91%, indicating the possibility that the ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors have not provided consultation in these areas to certain ESU 2
CASES members.
Research Question 3.11, How effective has your ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor been in assisting you with your District Targeted Improvement Plan
(TIP), returned results from CASES members with the highest prefer not to
respond rate (21.21%), and the highest standard deviation (1.76). The program
evaluator concluded that they prefer not to respond rate of 21.21% resulted in a
higher standard deviation for this question. However, the rate of 21.21% that
chose not to respond is concerning considering the District Targeted Improvement
Plan (TIP) is an area which all ESU 2 CASES members should have been familiar
with and participating in the TIP due to the collaborative effort between Special
Education and School Improvement. The program evaluator concluded that
CASES look further into why the percentage of respondents choosing not to
respond was much higher for this question than other questions. Additionally, the
program evaluator suggests the CASES discuss whether all CASES members
have become familiar with the TIP and whether more training in this area is
needed.
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Overall, ESU 2 CASES members felt that ESU 2 CASES are something
they definitely need or probably need (79.10%). Additionally, ESU 2 CASES
members felt the quality of their ESU 2 Special Education Administration service
experience as very positive to somewhat positive (75.37%). Based upon the
strong ratings of ESU 2 CASES members in regards to ESU 2 Special Education
Administration services, the program evaluator concludes that ESU 2 CASES
provides valuable services to CASES member districts and has provided a
positive experience for those districts.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS
Conclusions
Why do School Districts Need Educational Service Units?
Research Question #1 was used to answer the first component of
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model, Context Evaluation. Context Evaluation addresses
planning decisions, whereby the needs of the program are determined and the
program objectives are defined (Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p.78). In this study,
Context Evaluation was designed to describe how ESU 2 designed special
education services to meet the needs of member districts and continue to meet
ESU 2 program goals and objectives. To be able to address Context Evaluation,
the program evaluator reviews a variety of information to determine the needs and
problems of the program (Gall et al., 2005).
Organizations that operate under a shared services model allow for service
providers to “be centrally located, located in centers of excellence, or embedded
into each business unit in a physical sense, although they all report to the shared
service organizations management, rather than to the individual business unit
management” (Schulman et al., 1999, p. 11). Schulman et al., (1999), defined
shared services as:
the concentration of company resources performing like activities,
typically spread across the organization, in order to serve multiple internal
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partners at lower cost and with higher service levels, with the common
goal of delighting external customers and enhancing corporate value (p.
9). Service providers are oriented outward toward the business units to
whom they provide services. The individual business units are the shared
service organizations partners, and they have the right to demand the
appropriate service level. Services are separated by customer set; not all
business units need all of the same services, so they get customized
products and pay more appropriate prices (p. 11).
The purpose behind instituting a shared service model is to move beyond
efficiency and effectiveness to a model that accentuates value (Schulman, et al.,
1999). In a shared services model, service providers can utilize their expertise in
distinct areas and become even more specialized which in turn provides value to
the purchaser who can maintain control over what services they receive and the
mode of delivery (Tomkinson, 2007, p. 13). There are five stages of development
in a shared services organization (Tomkinson, 2007, p. 13). Table 32 below
outlines the five stages along with the objective of each stage.
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Table 32
Stages of Development of a Shared Services Organization
Stages of Development of a Shared Services Organization
Stages

Objective

Champion

Define a clear vision and business plan

Consolidate

Conduct a detailed assessment and build an
appropriate operating model
Realize the benefits of economies of scale

Standardize
Automate
Collaborate
(Tomkinson, 2007, p. 13).

Build a solid technology platform – ‘technology
will drive opportunity’
Establish a strong governance structure and lines
of communication
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In regards to shared services in an educational approach, there are six
different structures for implementation. These six structures include 1)
Cooperatives, the most common approach, are multiple school districts sharing
functions and budgets; 2) Cooperative Superintendency, 3) Regional Educational
Services Agencies, cooperatives that collaborative with school districts on a
voluntary basis and charge for services that have been rendered to the school
district; 4) Educational Service Districts, 5) Cooperative Educational Services
(CES), multiple school districts that created a CES based upon needs for a
program or services; and 6) Cluster Districts, multiple school districts share
specific academic programs that are made available to all students within the
participating districts (Eggers et al., 2005). Educational Service Districts are a
“special purpose district that consists of member local school districts within a
specific geographic area. These public entities typically operate in a highly
entrepreneurial fashion, deriving their funding from grants, cooperatives and other
self-directed initiatives. Membership or participation is likely to be required of
local districts. The educational service district board is appointed by the member
districts and it operates a central office providing shared services to local
districts” (Eggers et al., 2005, p. 22).
In 1965, the system of Educational Service Units (ESUs) within Nebraska
began with the passage of L.B. 301, which created 19 ESUs within the state, with
purpose of providing “supplementary educational services to local school
districts” (Warren, 1982). L.B. 301 provided school districts with new services
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being provided by the ESUs in special education, in-services, workshops,
seminars, consultants, administrative support, and the offering of university
classes (Warren, 1982). ESUs are Nebraska political subdivisions, and are funded
primarily through tax levies, contracts for services, and federal and state grants
(Warren, 1982), with the requirement that outside funding sources must be used in
addition to the tax levy (ESUCC, 1977). Currently, there are 17 ESUs within
Nebraska.
Nebraska Rule 84, Regulations for the Accreditation of Educational
Service Units (92 N.A.C. 84), governs for the effective and efficient support to
member districts by Educational Service Units (ESUs) within Nebraska (Ludwig,
2012-2013). Rule 84 requires that each ESU within Nebraska participate in the
accreditation process every five years by participating in a comprehensive
evaluation of ESU programs and services utilizing a Nebraska Department of
Education (NDE) approved model of strategic improvement (Ludwig, 20122013). Rule 84 also requires that ESUs serve member districts by supporting the
initiatives of NDE and assisting member districts with carrying out those
initiatives (Blomstedt, 2013). Core services are required to be provided to
member districts by the ESUs per Rule 84. Core Services include, Staff
Development, Technology (including distance education services), and
Instructional Materials services. ESUs implement Core Services to member
districts through teaching and learning, technology, specialized student services,
early childhood, partnership development, and administrative services (Nebraska
ESUCC, 2015). Outside of the required core services, each ESU may vary the
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comprehensive services offered to their member districts (Warren, 1982). Each
Educational Service Unit (ESU) can design and implement services, if the Core
Services are being delivered to member districts, in the manner most beneficial to
the ESU and member districts.
Educational Service Units (ESUs) also provide necessary services to
member districts. Necessary services are described as “being difficult for most
member districts to effectively and efficiently provide on their own; a service
ESU can efficiently provide to member districts; and a service that can be
provided equitably and can be adequately funded” (Blomstedt, 2013, p. 1).
Although ESUs are not required by Rule 84 to provide special education services
or special education administration services, both services fall under the
designation of necessary services, and therefore have become a main function of
ESUs within Nebraska.
Why are Educational Service Units Beneficial to School Districts?
Research Question #2 was used to answer the second component of
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model, Input Evaluation. Input Evaluation addresses
structuring decisions, whereby the focus is designed around specific objectives
with the intent to develop resources, strategies, and plans to best meet the needs of
the program (Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p.78). In this study, Input Evaluation
was designed to determined what resources, strategies, and plans were utilized in
the design and implementation of CASES to meet the need of member districts.
To be able to address Input Evaluation, the program evaluator considers resources
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available, similar programs, cost-benefit analysis, and program results to provide
information about program implementation (Brewer, 2011).
In the United States school districts, approximately only 60 % of a dollar
makes it to the classroom (Eggers et al., 2005). The United States Department of
Education found that approximately 39% is spent in non-instructional areas, such
as business operations, administration, and support services (Eggers et al., 2005).
For school districts of all sizes, providing quality services to students becomes
increasingly difficult to maintain. School districts of medium size districts and
especially small size districts find it almost impossible to fully provide the noninstructional services in the areas of business operations, administration, and
support services to the degree necessary to provide a quality education to students
(Eggers et al., 2005). Given these rising costs of school districts to provide
quality educational instruction to students, a common response of school districts
is to decrease non-instructional and administrative fiscal resources (Eggers et al.,
2005). One approach to assisting school districts with decreasing noninstructional and administrative resources without negatively impacting students,
is to implement a shared services arrangement (Eggers, et al., 2005). Eggers et
al., (2005) promote organizations utilizing shared services in education because:
shared services allows for the best of both worlds, creating lean, flat
organizations that share processes and provide consistent service. Sharing
services creates the economies of scale, consistency of process, and results
that come with centralized models. It allows districts to maintain the
benefits of decentralized control, allowing individual administrators to
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retain oversights of curriculum, education, and other aspects of non-shared
processes. By sharing processes that aren’t mission critical while still
retaining local control of the most important aspects of education, shared
services brings the best of big and small (p. 12).
Shared Services has been an approach used in private company
arrangements for several years. In a private approach, shared services can be
defined as an arrangement between two entities, either formally by contract or
informally by handshake, to share a service (Sipple & Diianni-Miller, 2013). In
an educational approach to implementing shared services, shared services may be
“any collaborative arrangement between two or more boards of education, or
between a board of education and one or more other public or private entity, to
obtain or provide goods and services” (Institute on Education Law and Policy
Rutgers, 2007, p.4). In other words, shared services:
is typically an independent unit created to provide services to client groups
within an organization. The services offered are usually based on
common needs or operations that are shared by two or more units. The
overall aim of a shared service center is to optimize the available resources
for the benefit of the participants (Eggers et al., 2005, p. 11).
Shared services focus on collaboration and sharing, and “outsourcing and
subcontracting to other public entities, such as special education services provided
by educational service commissions, but not outsourcing that amounts to nothing
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more than a vendor-buyer relationship” (Institute on Education Law and Policy
Rutgers, 2007, p.5).
When school districts contemplate the decision to participate in a shared
service arrangement, seven main benefits have stood out in regards to the
implementation of participating in such shared services arrangements. These
seven benefits include “1) save money, 2) gain economies of scale, 3) standardize
processes, 4) attract more highly qualified staff, 5) retain local control and achieve
scale, 6) flatten out peaks and troughs, and 7) less political opposition” (Eggers et
al., 2005. p.16-18). School districts most valued benefit in participating in shared
service arrangements is to save money in non-instructional areas. Saving money
in non-instructional areas falls into five categories as a benefit to school districts,
these five areas being, “lower capital costs, diminished administrative and
development costs, reduced redundancy, lower personnel costs, and revenue from
sales or surplus assets (Eggers et al., 2005, p.16). By focusing on saving money in
non-instructional areas, school districts can focus on putting more money into the
classroom for the benefit of student performance or to eliminate budget shortfalls
(Eggers et al., 2005).
When school districts consider whether they should participate in a shared
services arrangement, looking at the financial savings in non-instructional
services across their budget is essential. “Cost savings to public schools in the
United States as a whole from shifting just a quarter of non-instructional services
to shared services could potentially yield savings in the range of $9 billion”
(Eggers et al., 2005, p.17). Additionally, it is important for school districts to
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realize the potential cost savings of non-instructional services by agreeing to be
part of a shared services arrangement. In shared service arrangements where
school districts pay a yearly amount to participate for services, this cost alone
could alleviate fiscal pressure. Therefore, if school districts were willing to
participate in shared service arrangements, school district funding would
experience a significant impact positively (Eggers et al., 2005).
When school districts choose to participate in a shared services
arrangement, there are numerous benefits for the school district. The most
common benefit is cost-savings for the district, especially in the areas of noninstructional costs. In a study conducted by Cornell University, the study looked
at important motivators for school districts to participate in a shared services
arrangement. The study found that the top four motivators to participating in a
shared services arrangement after cost-savings were the “desire to enrich
educational opportunity, maintain quality of on-going services, create regional
service equality, and the possibility of not providing a service without the sharing
arrangement (Eggers et al., 2005, p. 3).
Additionally, there is a financial incentive for small and rural school
districts, generally defined as having 400 or less students, are encourage to put
more money into the classroom and to decrease their non-instructional costs by
participating in a shared services approach (Eggers et al., 2005). A study
evaluating spending patterns across states found that “as a general rule, the very
small and the very large school districts tend to spend the most per capita on noninstructional services” (Eggers et al., 2005, p. 8)
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In a shared services arrangement, school districts can pool their resources
together to be able to hire highly qualified staff and participate in a sharing
arrangement amongst the participating districts (Eggers et al., 2005). Another
benefit for school districts is the ability to retain local control and achieve scale by
being able to maintain their budgets in the instructional areas and receiving the
cost-savings by participating in shared services in the non-instructional areas
(Eggers et al., 2005). When school districts participate in a shared services
approach, they are also able to handle unexpected highs and lows of a school
district. By being part of shared services arrangement, school districts are much
more able to handle spending and maintain control over their budget and planning
(Eggers et al., 2005).
Why is There a Need for Shared Services to be Evaluated by School
Districts?
Research Question #3 was used to answer the third component of
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model, Process Evaluation. Process Evaluation addresses
implementing decisions, whereby the operation and execution of a program is
evaluated (Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p.78). In this study, Process Evaluation
was designed to evaluate how ESU 2 CASES was being implemented, what
barriers threatened success of CASES, and what revisions needed to be made. To
be able to address Process Evaluation, the program evaluator considers the
program as it is in operation and collects the necessary data to conduct a full
evaluation of the program (Gall et al., 2005).
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In a shared service approach, organizations can designate which services
they need and to have the expectation that the provider will meet those needs
(Tomkinson, 2007). The providers of the services are held to the expectation to
meet the needs of their purchasers and will be evaluated based upon their
performance in meeting those needs (Tomkinson, 2007). There are four main
criteria in which service providers are evaluated on in a shared services model,
“(1) service, (2) price, (3) accountability, and (4) delivery” (Tomkinson, 2007, p.
10). These four criteria are explained in more detail in Table 33 below.
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Table 33
Criteria for Evaluation in a Shared Services Model
Criteria for

Evaluation Standard

Evaluation
Service

Price
Accountability

Delivery

(Tomkinson, 2007, p. 10).

Individual customers and their requirements are
known; performance is measured and problems are
promptly resolved. Providers know what their
purchasers expect for each service and are capable
and motivated in meeting these expectations.
Services to be performed are agreed upon with
purchasers and priced based on services consumed.
Accountability and responsibility are clearly
delineated and compensation is linked to satisfactory
delivery of service.
Purchasers and providers co-define their respective
roles and agree upon how work is performed across
organizational boundaries to meet service
requirements and expectations. Providers anticipate
new service needs. Purchasers see service providers
as direct contributors to profitability.
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Why is it beneficial for School Districts to participate in a Shared Services
Model?
Research Question #4 was used to answer the fourth component of
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model, Product Evaluation. Product Evaluation addresses
recycling decisions, whereby the focus of the program is judged and reacted to
(Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p.78). In this study, Product Evaluation was designed
to analyze the results of the CASES program evaluation to reflect on whether
CASES has successfully met program goals, what program components are
beneficial, what needs to be improved, and what additional factors will influence
the longevity of CASES and provide information for educational shared services
to utilize. To be able to address Product Evaluation, the program evaluator
analyzed all the previous information to decide the program’s effectiveness in
meeting its goals and objectives (Gall et al., 2005).
Another benefit of a shared services arrangement amongst school districts
would be the ability to avoid a school adequacy lawsuit. School adequacy
lawsuits are the result of school districts not putting enough financial resources
towards instructional services for students to be able to meet state and federal
academic expectations (Eggers et al., 2005). By putting more dollars into
instructional services, and less on non-instructional services, school districts will
be more likely to avoid this type of lawsuit. “According to the Education
Commission of the States, adequacy lawsuits have been filed in 32 states. In 14
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cases, the courts found that the school funding system, in part or in whole,
violated the state’s constitution” (Eggers et al., 2005, p. 3). A shared service
arrangement would be highly beneficial financially for school districts to
participate in to avoid a school adequacy lawsuit.
The research clearly demonstrates that a shared services arrangement for school
districts, particularly small and rural districts, provides numerous benefits for all
involved. However, there are also impediments that do arise when implementing
this type of arrangement. As stated in the 1995 Final Report of the NJSBA Ad
Hoc Committee on Shared Services, the following factors have served as
difficulties when implementing a shared services arrangement:


Concerns about potential conflict of interest, especially on the part
of municipalities which must decide on budget cuts in the event of
a failed school budget vote.



The perception that sharing will result in loss of control or identity.



Fiscal inhibitors which include: joint ventures which could result
in higher costs; disparities in salary scales; and concerns about
logistics and administrative oversight.



School and municipal budgets and calendars which are prepared
and implemented at different times, making collaboration difficult.



Determining who is responsible when a problem arises between
the provider and the user.



The need to compromise in details.

129



Satisfaction with the status quo, i.e. ‘we have always done it that
way’.

(Institute on Education Law and Policy Rutgers, 2007, p.16).
Another impediment in implementing a shared services arrangement may
simply be inexperience. For a shared services arrangement to occur, school
district administrators must be willing to take some initiative to get the
arrangement started (Institute on Education Law and Policy Rutgers, 2007). When
a school district experiences high turnover in the administration areas, potential
arrangements and previous relationships may be overlooked and no longer
continue when the new administrator moves into the school district (Institute on
Education Law and Policy Rutgers, 2007).
Implementing a shared services approach in small and medium size school
districts has a positive impact on alleviating fiscal stress in these types of school
districts. Fiscal stress in school districts can pertain to “cuts in state-aid, a
property tax cap, and increasing pension and healthcare costs” (Sipple & DiianniMiller, 2013, p. 2). Without the implementation of a shared services approach,
school districts respond to fiscal stress by cutting personnel and eliminating
services, all of which have a negative impact on student performance (Sipple &
Diianni-Miller, 2013). In a study conducted by Cornell University, school district
responses to fiscal stress included the following results: “personnel cuts (87%),
explore additional services (76%), reduce services (67%), eliminate services
(50%), explore consolidation (37%), consolidate departments (32%), increase
user fees (27%), deliver services with volunteers (15%), sell assets (9%), and
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consider bankruptcy (5%)” (Sipple & Diianni-Miller, 2013, p.3). An additional
source of fiscal stress for rural and small school districts is declining enrollment.
Declining enrollment puts financial strain on these school districts impacting
budgets resulting in more cuts (Eggers et al., 2005).
Additionally, without the implementation of a shared services approach,
school districts are left with having to consolidate school districts, which is less
than an ideal approach for students and the community. Current research has also
demonstrated that there may not actually be an educational or cost saving benefit
to consolidation (Eggers et al., 2005). In a study conducted by UCLA Anderson
School of Management, the study found that “centralized management of schools
brought about by consolidation led to higher spending on administrative staff and
an increased number of administrators per student (Eggers et al., 2005, p.6).
Additionally, this study found that “school principals need to maintain local
control of school budgets to manage the unique outcomes for students. Yet,
schools also need scale to efficiently purchase outside services” (Eggers, et al.,
2005, p.7). Lastly, there is the benefit of less political opposition for school
districts by participating in a shared services arrangement to decrease noninstructional costs than to have to go through the consolidation process (Eggers et
al., 2005).
Discussion
This research suggests some conclusions that can be drawn from the
results of the survey used to answer Research Question #3. To sustain longevity
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of CASES and to continue to meet the needs of CASES members, ESU 2 CASES
will need to focus on developing goals to provide support and services to CASES
member districts in a way that will meet the district and staff needs. When
looking at how to provide support to CASES districts, the ESU 2 CASES will
need to consider what is the best route to meet with districts and staff members in
a manner that meets individual needs. Currently, ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors were meeting with CASES member districts on a two-week rotation
when possible. However, survey results indicated the CASES members
overwhelmingly preferred ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors visit their district
one day every month and only when they needed them to visit. However, 34.28%
of CASES members wanted ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors to visit
anywhere from one day every week, one day every two weeks, and one day every
3 weeks. Therefore, the program evaluator recommends ESU 2 CASES develop a
way to determine what type of timeframe for visits CASES members would like
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors to visit the districts. Although the
responses from CASES members showed the preference for visits to be at a
minimum, ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors also need to consider the
preference of those members who would like more visits as well.
In the same area of support, the program evaluator recommends that
although some CASES members may not like face-to-face visits from ESU 2
Special Education Supervisors, survey results indicated that most CASES
members did not feel as if they were being provided enough support from their
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisor. Additionally, when CASES members were
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asked about how quickly their questions were responded to by ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisors, most CASES members responded within the same day or
within 24 hours. However, 39.71% of CASES members stated that their
questions were responded to within 1 to 2 days and within the week. What stands
out as concerning is the 17.65% of CASES members who chose not to respond to
this question. The program evaluator recommends that CASES consider why
17.65% of CASES members chose not to respond to this question, and then
determine what is enough time to respond to questions from CASES members to
continue providing the level of support CASES members feel is currently being
provided and to increase the support to those members who are not currently
feeling as if they are being supported and responded to by ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisors.
In contrast, CASES members overwhelmingly like having an ESU 2
Special Education Supervisor assigned to their district. Additionally, CASES
members believe the information they are receiving from their ESU 2 Special
Education Supervisor is accurate, and that their ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisor is engaged in working with them. Satisfaction with CASES remains
high, member districts believe CASES is a service their district continues to need,
and the quality of their CASES experience remains positive.
To address the perceptions of CASES members, ESU 2 CASES will need
to develop plans to meet the needs of CASES members to continue to provide
CASES services and to hopefully increase CASES membership soon. When
CASES members were asked about ESU 2 CASES presentations, trainings, and
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meetings, most CASES members felt these services to be moderately beneficial,
slightly beneficial, not at all beneficial, or preferred not to respond. Although
when compared, CASES members also felt these services were extremely
beneficial and very beneficial at almost the same percentage as moderately
beneficial, slightly beneficial, and not at all beneficial. However, in regards to
these services, both questions returned a high rate of prefer not to respond. The
program evaluator recommends ESU 2 CASES consider discussions as to why
CASES members were divided at almost an equal percentage rate in regards to
presentations, trainings, and meetings given by ESU 2 CASES. Additionally, the
program evaluator recommends ESU 2 CASES discuss why both questions
returned a higher rate of prefer not to respond, and consider ways to reach CASES
members to provide beneficial services in these areas to CASES members.
To continue meeting the needs of ESU 2 CASES members and to sustain
longevity of CASES, ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors will need to make
plans on how to address meeting the needs of all CASES members and to develop
methods to make sure all beneficiaries of CASES are being reached. One area to
consider is in regards to providing consultation to CASES members on specific
topics of NDE Rule 51, NDE Rule 52, Parental Rights, MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs, SRS,
Transition, Program Planning, and SAT/504. Survey results indicated that
CASES members felt that the consultation they were receiving on these topics
were not as helpful as they would prefer. CASES members felt consultation by
ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors in the areas of MDTs/IEPs/IFSPs, NDE
Rule 51, parental rights, and program planning were above 50% in being
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extremely helpful and very helpful. However, transition, SRS, NDE Rule 52, and
SAT/504 fell at 50% or below in the areas of being extremely helpful and very
helpful in consultation. Additionally, the percentage of respondents who prefer
not to respond in these topic areas reached between 7.35% and 16.67% of CASES
members.
A second area for ESU 2 CASES to consider is in the District Targeted
Improvement Plan (TIP). Over 50% of CASES members indicated that ESU 2
Special Education Supervisors were extremely effective and very effective
(53.03%) at assisting the CASES district with their TIP. However, 25.76% of
CASES members felt that ESU 2 Special Education Supervisors were either
moderately effective, slightly effective, or not at all effective in assisting their
district with the TIP. Of the CASES members participating in answering this
question, 21.21% chose the answer prefer not to respond. When looking at those
who responded in the areas of moderately effective, slightly effective, and not at
all effective and combining with prefer not to respond, the combined percentage
of CASES members who chose to answer in one of these areas totals 46.97%,
which is a close percentage to those who felt the ESU 2 Special Education
Supervisors were either extremely effective or very effective. Given that the
district Targeted Improvement Plan is a state initiative designed to increase
outcomes of special education students and to be part of the district school
improvement plan, it is important to consider why 46.97% of CASES members
chose to respond in the manner they did. The program evaluator recommends that
CASES consider having discussions to develop a plan as to how to reach all
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CASES members to become involved in the TIP, as well as to provide services to
assist the districts in meeting their requirements for the TIP.
The ESU 2 CASES Program Evaluation can be disseminated to other
ESU’s, to school districts, and to other state educational agencies like the
Nebraska Educational Service Units through presentations at conferences,
publication of the ESU 2 CASES Program Evaluation, and future articles to be
written and published regarding the ESU 2 CASES Program Evaluation. The
ESU 2 CASES survey can be made applicable to other ESUs in Nebraska because
all Educational Service Units in Nebraska provide special education services to
school districts within their service region. ESU 2 CASES Program Evaluation
results can be applied to all educational service units that provide special
education services through implementation of a program like CASES.
ESU 2 CASES will utilize the findings of the program evaluation to make
future service decisions and implementation of areas addressed as needs of the
ESU 2 CASES member districts. ESU 2 CASES will make determinations as to
how to best disseminate the results of the ESU 2 CASES Program Evaluation to
CASES member districts within the ESU 2 service area. Additionally, ESU 2
CASES will continue to disseminate the ESU 2 CASES Survey on an annual
basis to evaluate CASES services, determine areas of successful implementation,
and to determine areas of improvement. ESU 2 CASES will continue to utilize
the findings of this program evaluation and future findings of ESU 2 CASES
Program Evaluations to provide support and services to ESU 2 CASES member
districts.
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Recommendations for Further Research
This study was limited to the 13 ESU 2 CASES member districts at the
end of the 2015-2016 school year. A recommendation for further research would
be to re-administer the same survey to the 16 ESU 2 CASES member districts
after the 2016-2017 school year. By doing so, ESU 2 CASES would be able to
compare results from both school years to make further determinations as to what
did and did not meet needs of ESU 2 CASES districts, what programming
changes need to be implemented, and to assess future needs of CASES districts.
Further, ESU 2 districts that do not participate in CASES should also be surveyed
to determine reasons as to why these districts do not participate in CASES, and to
assess their district needs to determine if CASES membership could be beneficial
to them in the future. If both CASES and non-CASES districts were surveyed,
would there be enough information to compare why some districts choose to join
CASES and why other districts choose not to?
Another recommendation for further research would be to explore the
contractual elements of the CASES contract by exploring whether the cost for
CASES services should vary per district and/or services provided. Further
exploration into the costs of CASES services would assist CASES in the
possibility of increasing the amount of ESU 2 member districts utilizing CASES
services. Additionally, ESU 2 CASES serves districts of various sizes, so further
research on whether CASES services and cost should be based upon the size and
needs of the district. Further research as to whether the cost of CASES is
reasonable, continue to be a flat service rate, or vary based upon services and
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needs would be beneficial to the longevity of CASES. Should additional benefits
be provided to CASES districts that choose to utilize all ESU 2 special education
service providers as well as CASES? Would it be beneficial to districts to create
an option of services for CASES by cost, thereby allowing CASES districts to
choose which CASES services the districts would like to have provided and paid
for?
A third recommendation would be to research dividing ESU 2 CASES
services based upon Birth to 2 Services (NDE Rule 52), and School-Age Services
(NDE Rule 51), while continuing to maintain the current structure of the northern
and southern regions. Currently CASES Student Services Supervisors provide
special education services to districts Birth to 21 in both the northern and southern
regions. With the increase in referrals of children being identified for services,
specific needs of families and school districts, along with new state requirements
in the Birth to 2 arenas, further research as to whether hiring additional ESU 2
Student Services Supervisors specifically to provide administrative services in the
Birth to 2 service area would be beneficial. Would hiring an Early Childhood
Special Education Supervisor provide increased benefits to ESU 2 CASES
districts?
The last recommendation for further research would be to research ESU 2
member district assessment scores and to survey member districts to determine if
the collaborative relationship of pairing an ESU 2 Professional Development with
an ESU 2 Student Services Supervisor assigned to specific districts has resulted in
a benefit to students, staff, and administrators. Additionally, this information
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could assist ESU 2 Professional Developers and Student Services to further
development professional development opportunities to assist both general and
special education teachers on closing the performance gap between general and
special education students. Has the ESU 2 Belief of Collaboration resulted in a
benefit to all stakeholders?
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